SUMMARY
BIOLOGICAL OPINION ON THE EFFECTS TG . - -
APACHE . TRGUT. AND MEXICAN. SPOTTED.OWL.
FROM THE PROPOSED
BURRO CREEK, HAYGROUND AND RESERVATICN ALLOCTMENT MANAGEMENT PLAN REVISIONS
AND

A WATERSHED APPROACH TG A COLDWATER F1SHERIES CN THE WEST FORK COF THE BLACK

RIVER
Date of the opinion:

Acticn agency: U.S. Forest Service, Apache-Sitgreaves Naticnal Forest
Springerville Ranger District

Project: Revision of three livestock grazing sllotment management plans in
the West Fork of the Black River drainage to -include deferred
grazing syvstems and riparian and special use pastures. Stream
improvement structures are included in the project. Blue ribban
Apache trout and brown trout fisheries will be established in the
West Fork and tributaries.

Listed spe(1et affected: Apache trout {Qncerhynchus apache), Mexican spotted

wl (Strix occidentalis lucida). A brief examination of effects to

proposed  endangered with c¢ritical habitet Arizona willow (Salix
arizonica) included in opinion.

Biological opinion: Non-jeopardy. ({page 1)

Incidental take statement:

Level of take anticipated: For Apache trout, the 40% limit on take
established in the Land Management Plan has already been exceeded.
Improvement to stream conditions over the first three vears and
over one complete grazing cycle will determine if incidental take
continues to be exceeded. (page 20)

For Mewican spotted owl, no specific level of take is established
(page 20)
No level of take is set for the Ar1zona w1llow

Reasonable and prudent measures: Five objectives for minimizing
incidental take are given. Implementation of these measures,
through the terms and conditions is mandatory. (page 21}

Terms and conditions: Terms and conditions implement the reasonable
and prudent measures and are mandatory requirements.] _Terms- and .-
conditions include full implementation of monitoring programs, cobtaining -
alternate funding if needed to implement the projects, ensuring
permittee coopliance with the grazing plan, construction and
implementation sequencing, maintenance of fences and cooperative
research efforts. (pages 21-23)



Conservation recommendations: Implementaticn of conservation recommendations

is discreticnary. Nine recommendations are given. (page 24-25)

Additibﬁél Section 7 consultation needs: : . o .m_;;“;;;.:ﬁ.

1. Formal consultation will be required for the Arizonz willow once
listing is finalized.

‘Effects of timber sales in the project area on Mexican spotted o
and Apache trout will be covered in other cpinions. :
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Dear Mr. Henson:

This responds to your reguest of March 17, 1993, for formel Sectiocn 7
consultation with the Fish and Wildiife Service {Service) pursuant to the
Endangered Species Act (Act) of 1973, as amended, on the Burro Creek,
Havground and Reservation Allctment Managemen: Plan Revisions (AMPR) and the
Coldwater Fisheries Enhancement Project (CFEP) on the West Fork of the Black
River. These projects are on the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests (Forest)
in Apache County, Arizona. The species potentially aifectsed are the
endangered bald eagle (Faliaeetus leucocevphalus), threatened Apache trout
{Oncorhvnchus apache), threatened Mexican spotted owl (Strix occidentalis
lucida) and the proposed endangered Arizona willow {Salix arizonicaj.
Critical habitat for the Arizona willow has been proposed for portions of
Thompson and Stinky creeks and the West Fork of the Black River in the
project area.

This biclogical opinion was prepared using information contained in the
environmental assessment, biclogical evaluation and other reccrds furnished
or prepared by the Forest and information developed during the informal phese
of the consultaticn. Additional information was obtained through the grey
and published literature and through discussions with species experts and
other knowledgeable individuals. Data in Service files and other sources of
available information were also used.

The 90-day formal consultaticn period began on March 24, 1993, the date your
request was received by the Arizona Ecological Services Office. Netice of .
that receipt was sent to you in a letter dated April 1, 1993.

Biological Opinion

It is the Service's biological opinion that livestock grazing con the three -
allotments covered under the AMPR is not likely to jeopardize the continued
existence of the threatened Apache trout or Mexican spotted owl. The Service
concurs with the finding of nc effect to the endangered bald eagle from the
AMPR and CFEP and to the Apache trout from the CFEP. The Service aiso
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concurs with your finding that the proposed AMPR or CFEP is not likely to
jecpardize the continued existence of the propoced endangered Arizona W1110w'
or destroy or adversely modify its proposed critical habitat.”

This biclogical opinion and concurrence with the finding of no affect are for ...

the AMPR and CFEP as described in the documents provided by the Forest with
the request for ftormal consultation. There mav be other documents, plans,
permits or agreements that are needed to umplement and operate these”

projects. These additional items are covered by this biclogical. opinion and:;ii
concurrence only under two conditions: {1) that their prov151ons were fully-
detailed in the AMPR and CFEP documents provided to the- Service for this

consultation and do not represent a change in the project; and (2) that there-
are no actual or potential effects to listed or proposed threatened or
endangered species or critical habitat that were not fully addressed in this
consultation. Additional formal consultation may be required for any acticns
associated with these projects that do not meet the above conditions.

The Forest stressed in their evaluation the need to provide for management -
flexibility in the operations of the allotments. The Service realizes that -
having that flexibility epables the Forest to make decizions based on the
current resource conditions, and that can benefit the resource. However,-in
providing for management flexibility, we cannot forgo proper evaluation of
the effects of the action. It must be clear which operations have been
adéressed under formal consultation, and which have nct. Thie biclogical
opinion only covers operations on the allotments that are within the
specifically stated management parameters of the AMPR.

This biological cpinion and concurrence does not cover. any acticns taken

under any other Forest projects that may affect livestock grazing on the
three allctments or affect physical or biclogical conditions. in the streams.
An example of this is the burning and reseeding programs associated with
timber sales that seek to provide additional forage for livestock and

wildlife. These projects should undergo separate consulitation under the
terms of the Act.

Background Information oo e

Consultation Historv

The Service issued a bioclogical opinion on the Land and Resource Management
Plan (Plan) for the Torest on May 6, 1986. The opinion found that the
Standards and Guidelines in the Plan were not likely to jeopardize the

continued existence of the then listed or proposed threatened or endangered. .

species on the Forest. The findings of that opinion were reviewed in 1989 °
during informal consultation on Amendment 1 to the Plan. This amendment -
directed the Forest to complete revisions to allotment management plans and
place under proper management all allotments with endangered or threatened -
tish species present on the allotment by 1992. A total of 42 allotments with

303 miles of streams were identified as being covered by the Amendment. This
goal has not been reached.
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Informal consultation on the AMPR between the Forest and the Service began in
April, 1989 when the Forest sent the Service information on the project and
preliminary 1ssues. An exchange of project information for review and
comment , meetings and other communications -continued through November, 1962,
The Forest and the Service met on November 23, 1992 to discuss the biological
evaluation and agreed there was a "may affect'" for the Apache trout.

The CFEP was first described to the Service in a draft project proposal dated
May 7, 1992. The Service provided comments on the proposal and concurred by
default with a finding of no affect to the Apache trout (consultation number.
2-21-92-1-666). Apache trout are not currently found in the West Fork of .the
Black River, Burro and Thompson creeks in the project area. The possibility
of effects to the Arizona willcow from the proiect was identified. The Forest
elected o combire this consultaticn with the AMPR due to the proximity of
the two actions. The analysis of effects to the Arizona willow included in
this opinion will assist in any future consultation needed for these projects
once the listing is finalized.

This consultaticn and conference must evaluate all direct, indirect,
interrelated, interdependent and cumulative effects of the proposed actions.
The AMPR proposed action represents a change to the existing livestock
management on the three allotments. Pasture and water developments,
utilizetion Jlevels and other aspects of 1livestock management have no
independent utility from the decision to graze Jivestock. Thus, the action
under consultation must consider both decisicn points; the decision to graze
livestock and the management of that grazing.

Desired Future Conditicon

The Forest Plan identified standards and guidelines for management of forest
resources. The AMPR and CFEP are the method of achieving these goals. The

appropriate standards and guidelines are incorporated in this document by
reference. ‘

The AMPR identifies desired future habitat conditions and identifies factors
needed to achieve those cenditions. Perennial trout streams (both for Apache
and other non-native trouts), riparian habitats (including meadows),
waterfowl /wetland areas, recreation and forested lands are identified as
having desired future conditions the AMPR and CFEP can assist in
accomplishing. '

Description of the Proposed Actions

These are summaries of the projects as described in the biologicél evaluation

and biclogical assessments. Please refer to those documents for complete
project information. e
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Burro Creek, Hayground and Reservation Allotments
Allotment Management Plan Fevisians

Location and Current Condition of the Allotments

The three allotments are in the Black River drainage cn the Springerville
Ranger District of the Forest. Elevations range from 7760 to 9380 feet above
sez level. The three allotments total 30,938 acres, of which 78% {23,990
acres) is considered suitable for livestock grazing. Portions of the
Allotments have been included in recent timber sales (Burro and Spruce
Springs 1987, Duck Lake 1992, Fence 1992, North Ferk 1992, Redondo 1992,
Bearcat 1992, and Conklin 1993]}. Recreaticonal uses (fishing,
camping) alsoc occur on the allotments. Recreational use is
concentrated in the areas of Big and Crescent lakes.

hunting,
especially

The five Apache trout streams on the allotments (Boggy, Centerfire,
Havground, Home and Stinky creeks) together provide approximately-15 miles of
strean habitat. Both upland and riparian habitats are represented on the
allotwents. Riparian habitats include willcw and alder stands and wet
meadcws. Upland habitats include both forested {spruce-fir, montane conifer
and ponderosa pine) and unforested (montane grasslands) habitats. Native
grasses such as Arizona fescue (Festuca arizonica), mountain muhly
(Muhlenbergia montana) and tufted hairgrass (Deschampsia caespitosal are
found on the allotments along with non-native species such as Yentucky
bluegrass (Poa pratensis) and rediop bentgrass {Agrostris alba).

Past management on the watersheds has resulted in degraded riparian areas,
incised stream channels, streambank erosion, lowered water tables,
sedimentation problems, increased water temperatures and a reduction or
elimination of palatable pative plant species 1in riparian and wet meadow
areas. Over 99% of the riparian habitats along the 15 miles of stream are in

unsatisfactory condition. Approximately 75% of the streams exhibit habitat
conditions below 60% of absolute habitat potential (as measured by the
Hatitat Capability Index (HCI))} for fish.

Watershed condition over the project area has heen determined by the Forest
{0 be satisfactory. Range condition transecis on the three allotments were
read in 1990. On the Burro Creek Allotment, six of seven transects had good
range conditions with two showing an upward trend and four showing no trend.
The seventh had fair range conditions with an upward trend. All three
transects on the Hayground Allotment had good range conditions with no trend.
Three of four transects on the Hayground Allotment had good range conditions,
ocne with an upward trend and two with no trend. The fourth had excellent.
range conditions with no trend.

In addition to cattle, elk (Cervus elaphus) graze on the allotments. Two
separate herds are found in the project area, the Milligan Valley herd to the
north and the Black River herd to the south. Elk use the same upland and
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riparian areas as the cattle, but not at the same time.. The magnitude of
effects of the elk population on the range is unclear, but is under
investigation by the Arizona Game and Fish Department (AGFD) and the Forest.

Current Management

The Burro Creek Allotment is currently managed for a maximum of 956 cattle in
two separate herds with grazing allowed between May and October The écw- .
. a three year perlod,‘eaeh pasture is rested one year: and recelves 75-80-days -
of use either early or late in the grazing season the remaining £wo vears. In

a "typical'.yvear, 450 cow-calf pairs are put on the allotment.” Thée vearling =~
herd is managed under a four pasture rest rotaticon with three pastures used ™
50-55 days each and cone rested per $eason. A riparian pasture was installed
on upper Burro Creek in 1999 T o o

The Havground Allctment is currently managed for 200 cattle (cow-calf pairs

in recent years) with grazing allowea between May .15-October 31. A five.
pasture rest rotation system is used. Two.pastures are used early, one mid-
way -through the season, one late in theuseacon and one rested. | Grazing. .

periods are 30-60 dayS'per pasture.

The Reservation Allotment is managed for 295 cow-calf pairs with grazing
allowed from May 15-October 31. A three pasture rest rotation system is used

with two pastures used 85 days each and one rested. A riparian pasture on
lower Burro Creek was installed in 1991. B

Timber sales in the pFOJECt area have reduced stand densities in harvest“ﬂ
areas. Depending upon the type of cut, the magnitude of this reduction will"
vary. In harvest areas, additional forage for livestock. and wildlife may be.
created by the more open canopy encouraging grasses and herbaceous growth.
Seeding programs associated with the sale are also used to increase available

forage. Timber sales in the project area are covered under separate™
consultaticns. T o R

Descrlptlon of Proposed AMPR

There is no timeframe given for the 1mp1ementat on of the %MPR It is likeiw=-
to take several years to complete the construction and developments needed to:.
fully implement the AMPR. Information from the Forest 1nd1cates that water.”
developments are completed before fencing projects. . = e ”TTE;'iE

The proposed AMPR does not call for any herd size reductions on the three.. .
allotments. Monitoring information from the Forest indicates that based.on_ .. ..
forage use patterns and levels, overgrazing on the. allctments is  not.
widespread. Some areas do show signs of overuse, and the Forest determined - .
that changing the management would address those issues.: Actual numbers-of— -
livestock on the allotments will continue to vary within the limits set by

the grazing permits. -
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Management for the Burro Creek Allotment cow-calf herd w
pastures and two "special emphasis" pastures.
{North Burro, South Burro, Raiiroad and SU)

i1l use four primary .-
The four primary pastures ="
'will-be grazed under a deferred-
~:Under this systemj-the.time-of-
~year each pasture is grazed is different each vear, and. all pastures are.
grazed each year. o

.. .The Mandan Pasture is to be managed to improve riparian conditions on part of
_..the Fast Fork of the Black River.. Use of this area for up to.seven to ten
= days in. four years out of five is included in the pian. ‘Mandan Marsh would -
. be fenced to exclude livestock and only grazed after July 30 if the Foract .

~.determines” that such grazing would complement management . of this area for.
“waterfowl/wetland values. - T e o

A separate pasture around Crescent Lake weuld be managed to reduce nutrient 7
inflow to the lake and to maintain satisfactory watershed condition by 7%
providing for plant vigor and density in the grasslands surrcunding the lake.

- -.-The primary prescription for this pasture is rest

_ rest; however, livestock grazing .-
use of up to 106-14 days is anticipated "infrequently"” to maintain plant vigor ..
-and annual .bjomass production. If significant nutrient infiow to the lake.. .

from such grazing were identified, livestock grazing would be reduced. = cist
The Burro Creek yearling herd will use a seven pasture deferred system and

two "special emphasis” pastures. Use of the seven pastures averages 20 days

per vear and all pastures are grazed each vear at different times during the
seascn. The Upper Burro Creek riparian pasture (in place) viould be used for
.. up to five days two years out of five. The Big Lake Campground/Rec Trap 7 ...
“would be used at the end of the season for up to ten days:® There-=are two =
livestock exclosures (one on Home Creek and one on lower Stinky Creek) and
one livestock/elk exclosure included in the AMPR.

The Hayground Allotment will be managed in a six pasture deferred system with
~one horse pasture and one riparian pasture. Use of the six pastures varies -
from 15 to 40 days per year. All pastures are grazed each’ year. . ~The =+
JHayground Creek riparian pasture would be used for up to five days in three_fr_
—years out of:five. If riparian recovery in this pasture is ﬁot]épmparableCto-f
the proposed adjacent livestock exclosure, rest will bempresc;ibed. = An
elk/livestock exclosure is also included in this area. The Horse pasture = &
would be used for up to five days each vear with time of use either at -the ...
start or end of the grazing season. T ‘

The Reservation Allotment will be managed in a seven pasture.deferred system _
that includes two riparian pastures on Burro Creek. COne "Specialiemphasis”ig
pasture at the Duck Lake waterfow]l area and. a small horse pasture are also..
included. Use of the non-riparian pastures varies from 20 to 35 days. The . .
lower Burro Creek riparian pasture would be used up to seven q§ysgand the w -
middle -Burrc Creek riparian pasture would-be -used -up- tos 13zdays.- -~All -

pastures would be used each year with a varyving season of,pse for the five o
non-riparian and end ¢f seascn use only for the riparian pastures. The Duck - -
Lake pasture would be used as a holding pasture as needed. A livestock
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exclosure around the lake itself will be constructed. Livestock grazing in

the exclosure would only be allowed if it would compllment the waterfowl and
wetland values of the area. :

Each AMPR contains a list of proposed 1mprovements in the form of - fences,q'u—
spring developments, tanks and other physical improvements..  There may be ...
adjustments to specific locations and other changes to these improvements as
the AMPR is implemented. As -long as these changes do not alter the effects

of the action and are within the parameters ‘of the projectas descrlbed 1n*“? 

the biological evaluation, add1t1ona1 consultatlon should not be _necessary. =
No specific time frame is given for the implementation of these features.

The AMPR contains the option to increase or decrease livestock use of any"l'
pasture based upcn the results of monitoring. The trigger point for
reductions in use is hased on the rate of change toward the desired future
condition of the pasture when compared to livestock exclosed pastures. For -
increases in use, if the Forest determines that the desired future condition
~can be achieved at a satisfactory rate with increased livestock use, the use -
can be increased. Analysis of changes in pasture use as it affects other -
pastures will be part of the decision process. Any changes that do not meet
the preceding criteria may require additional consultation. '

The AMPR also contains provisions for siream improvements in Apache trout
streams. On the Burro Creek Allctment, 60 instream siructures are propesed
for Home Creek and an ercsion control drop structure is proposed for Stinky
Creek. Habitat improvement structures are included for Centerfire Creek on
the Hayground Allotment and for Boggy Creek on the Reservation.Allotment.

Planting of native willows along several stream reaches on the allotments is
also included. .

Monitoring o¢f Apache trout populations, trout habitat in the streanms,
riparian vegetation and management operations is included in the AMPR.
Adjustments to the AMPR will be made based on the results of this monitoring. -

A Watershed Approach to a Coldwater Fisheries
on the West Fork cf the Bilack River
Coldwater Fisheries Enhancement Project

Project Location and Current Ceondition

The West Fork of the Black River (West Fork) rises on the White Mountain
Apache Reservation and flows generally scuthward through the Springerville- -
and Alpine Ranger Districts of the Forest to JOln with the East Fork of the

Black River. Portions of the project area are in the Burro Creek, Hayground
and Reservation Allotments. The project area includes 11 miles of the West
Fork to the confiuence with BHayground Creek and portions of two tributary = -
streams; Burro and Thompson creeks.
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nge _reaches of the West Fork and Thompson Creek were in satisfactory
Iiparian condition and had aquatic habitat HCI values over the 60% minimum.
Other reaches of these streams and the evaluated reach of Burro Creek were in
unsatisfactory condition for either aquatic habitat- or riparian.values. .-
East management on the watersheds has resulted in degraded riparian areas-
1nc%sed stream channels, streambank erosion, lowered water - tables’
__sed;mentationrproblems and increased water temperatures. Livestock gfaziné

and timber harvest are the primary land uses in the project area, with
recreational uses, especially fishing, also significant. C 8 o

Description of Proposed Project o

The CFEP is intended to create a "blue ribbon" trout fishery on the West
Fork., To that end, the CFEP contains plans to improve habitat conditions for
salmonids in the streams and to manage for two different, 5e1f—su§taining,
salmonid populaticns. Above Forest Road (FR) 116, the West Fork and
tributaries would be managed for an Apache trout tfisherv. Below FR116, the
West Fork would be managed for brown trout (Salmo trutta). Havground and
Stinky creeks, while located below the FR 116 dividing point, would continue

to be managed for Apache trout. The fishery would be managed as lure-only,
catch and release.

Stream habitat improvement is proposed to be accompilished through the AMPR
for the three zllotments involved and the placement of stream improvement
structures. In 1992, 41 instream log and houlder fish habitat improvement
structures were placed in Burro and Thempson Creeks and the- West Fork.
Additional structures, gabion barriers and drop siructures are -included in
the AMPR for the three allotments. New parking areas, trailheads and trails
are also a part of the preocject.

"Species Description

Apache trout

Background information provided on this species was taken from:the Apache
Trout Recoverv Flan (USFWS 1683), Please refer to that document for
information not provided in this summary. T

The Apache trout is a species of interior Western trout, medium in size with
no red or pink lateral band over a vellow to vellowish-olive ground color.
Smail dark spots are scattered over the dorsal and lateral surfaces. ' The
dorsal, pelvic and anal fins have a conspicuous cream or pale yellowish tip.

The Apache trout was not recognized as a distinet species until -1972,
although it had been recognized as being in need of special management. as .
early as the 1940's and 1950's. Efforts to conserve the species  were
undertaken by the White Mountain Apache Tribe (Tribe), AGFD and the Service.
In 1967 the Apache trout was included on the Secretarv of the Interior's list
of rare and endangered species. With the passage of the Act in 1973, the
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species was included on that list a&s an endangered species. Conservation and
recovery efforts enabled the Apache trout to be downlisted to threatened
status on July 16, 1975. Under a special rule, State regulations to allow
. for recreational take of the Apache trout were allowed.
the species was first prepared in 1979 and updated in 1983. Recovery efforts
have cortinued on both Tribal and Federal lands through to the present

The Apache trcut is native to the headwaters of the White, Black and thtle
Colorado Rivers of the White Mountains of Arizona. Cnce very abundant in
these watersheds, the introduction of non-native species such as the rainbow
(Oncorhvnchus mvkiss), brown and brook (Salvelinus font1na11s) trout had
significant adverse effects to the native trout populations. Competition for
space in the streams and rivers of the mountain country resulted from the
heavy and continuing stocking of these waters with non-native trout for
recreational fishing. Another significant impact was the hybridization
beiween the rainbow and Apache trout that resulted in genetic swamping of the
native genotypes. Determining which of the remaining populaticns of Apache
trout were genetically pure and could be used in restocklng recovery efforts
has hampered those efforts. The recent completion of genetic surveys on
Apache trout populaticns will clarify this situation. The 1983 Recovery Plan

(USFWS 1683) said there were fewer than 30 stream miles of genetically pure

A ReCﬂvery Plan for -

Apache trout, down from an estimated historic distribution of 600 stream

miles. Recovery efforts since 1583 have increased the extent of the existing
pure populations. The plan identified a gcal of 320 pure strain, self-

sustaining populations of Apache trout on Forest and Tribail lands as the
criteria to delist the species. T

Apache trout are similar to other trout in their. habltat requ1rements
Competition with non-native trout is considered a factor in the retreat of
Apache trout to the very small headwater streams from their historically
wider distribution in the drainages. These streams do not likely represent
ideal Apache trout habitats and inference of specific habitat preferences
from these areas may be difficult. Measures of habitat gquality in these

‘areas can be and have been made and contribute significantly to assessment of
management needs.

The Forest and AGFD have cooperated on develcoping Fish Management Reports for
Apache trout streams on the Forest. These reports contain information on the
physical and biological condition of sireams designated to be partiof the
Apache trout recovery program. Report recommendations are 1ntended to d;rect_"
management efforts to improve stream conditions for Apache trout

Mexican spotted owl - oo

Information on this species is summarized from the proposed and final ruleés
designating this subspecies as an endangered species. For additional =
information, plezse refer to those documents. : : i .
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The Mexican spotted owl is one of three subspecies of spotied owl in North
America. The subspecies ranges from Mexico north to the Rocky Mountains and
Colorado Plateau.  Although several types of forest habitats, including
- mixed-conifer, Madrean evergreen wecodlands, ginyon-juniper wocdland. .and
riparian deciduous forest, are used by the owl, &1l share certdain  common
characteristics. These include high cancpy closure and stand density,
mulitievel canopies, snags and downed logs. Areas of steep slopes and rocky
canyons are impertant habitat for. the owl. Owls use home ranges awerag;ng
20682 acres for a breeding pair within suitable habitat. Eggs are laid in

April and the young are fully independent by early Octcber. The diet is
. primarily small mammals, especially woodrats {Neotoma) and also includes
reptiles, birds and insects. In the White Mountains of Arizona, voles
(Microtus spp.) represented 37.6% of the prev items {16.1% of the bicmass)
found in Mexican spotted owl pellets (Ganey 1992). Microtus occur in the
grassy understories of forests.

Arizona willow

The Arizona willow is a woody perennial, variable in growth habit. It occurs
as a rounded or scraggly shrub, a prostrate mat, and as large. hedge or
thicket forms. It was proposed by the Service to be listed as endangered
with critical habitat on November 20, 1992 (USFWS 1992). The Arizona willow
is endemic £¢ the high elevations of the White Mountains and is known from 15
to 20 drainages at the headwaters of the Little Colorado, Black and White
Rivers in the vicinity of Mt. Baldy, Apache County, Arizona. It grows alcng
riparian corridors above 8,500 feet elevation in unshaded or partiallv shaded
wel meadows, sitreamsides, and cienegas. ~ Plants are typically Tound in or
adjacent to perennial water. The Arizona willow occurs-on lands managed by

the U.S. Forest Service, the White Mountain Apache Tribe and minor private
holdings.

Proposed critical habitat for the Arizona willow includes approximately 40
riles of linear stream habitat and 160 acres. This includes some-currently
unoccupied habitat within each of the proposed stream reaches to provide for
expansion of the Arizona willow and to maintain ecosystem integrity. The
.Apache-Sitgreaves National Forest provides approximately.23 stream wiles-of
proposed critical habitat. Constituent elements for-all areas of critical
habitat except Furcell Cienega {(on the Fort Apache Indian Reservation)
include areas with an adequate quantity and quality of surface and subsurface
water within 200 vyards of the center of the drainage bottom "(measured
perpendicularly tc the channel), except where the following habitat
conditions are met: a) tree canopy cover exceeds 25 percent or b) habitat is
dominated by Arizona fescue and mountain muhly.

West Fork of the Black River and on Stinky and Thompson creeks through the
Burro Creek Allotment,
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Environmental Baseline

The envircnmental baseline includes past and present 1myacts of all Federal,
--State,-or private actions and other human activities in the action area,>the
anticipated impacts of all proposed Federal actions in the action. area. that
have already undergone formal or early Section 7 consultation, and the impact
of State and private actions which are contemporancous with the consultation
process. Actions taking place on Tribal lands are considered part of this
baseline. The envirommental baseline defines the current status of  the

listed species and its habitat to provide a platform to assess the effects of
the action now under consultation.

The overall status of the Apache trout has been improved by 1nteragencv
recovery efforts. These have involved constructing barriers on Apache trout
streams and renovating the upstream reaches to eliminate non-native trout,

then restocking with genetically pure Apache trout. These actions work to
eliminate the adverse effects of non-native competition but do not address
the dissue of physically degraded habitat.

Apache trout streams on the Forest are generally not in good condition to
support healthy fish populations. The effects of past and present grazing
management, logging practices and road construction have resulted in degraded
stream reaches that cannot support Apache trout gopulations that could be

considered recovered. O0f the 18 creeks on the Forest identified by the
Apache trout recovery team as critical to the recovery of the species, 14
specifically require habitat gquality improvement. Overall, Apache trout

streams on Tribal land have better habitat conditions. The recovery plan
required that the Forest and the Tribal lands maintzin 15 streazns of self-
sustaining Apache trout populations. Recovery cannot occur without the
streams on the Forest, and these streams cannot be considered recovered until
habitat conditions are improved significantly.

The Service has completed one consultaticn with the Forest concerning Apache
trout habitat. The Westfork AMPR opinion was issued on December &4, 1992.
Protective and enhancement measures for portions of Boggy, Centerfire and
Wildcat Creeks were incorporated in that AMPR. Implementation of the AMPR is
commencing in 1993, The current consultation includes the headwater areas of

toth Boggy and Centerfire creeks and will thus have an effect on the recovcry
of lower reaches of both streams.

Management actions that open or reduce canopy closure degrade the- habltat of
the Mexican spotted owl. Timber harvest in the southwestern forests has had
gignificant impacts to the owl through loss of suitable habitat. Changes in

competitor or predator . levels as forests are fragmented has also been
identified.

Numercus factors have contributed to the decline of the Arizona willow and
degradation of its habitat, including: historic and present -livestock
grazing, water impoundments, recreation, road construction, elk grazing,
timber harvesting in upper watersheds, fungal infection and establishment of
exotic plant species. Galeano~Popp (1988} attributed the degraded conditicn
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of Arizona willow on the Forest to livestock grazing and the associated
impacts of livestock on riparian systems. However, the ecology of the high

elevation riparian communities and the Arizona w1110w is extremely complex
- and .no 51ngle causative factor can be identified.

Effects of the Proposed Action
Allotment Management Plan Revisions

Direct Qﬁﬁ Indirect Effeéts'

The goal of the AMPR is to provide recovery of the meadow,
stream habitats in the allotments. Reduced length of grazing use periods,
restrictions on seasonality of use and exclosure of some critical meadow
reaches from livestock or livestock and elk are the measures proposed to

accomplish this goal. There are two primary ¢omponents involved, vegetative -
recovery and stream stabilization.

riparian, and

Vegetative Recovery

The decision to continue grazing livestock on the three allotments has been
made by the Forest. That decision results in certain effects to the land and "~
water resource resuiting Irom livestock use of the allotments. | The AMFR™
provides the structure under which the grazing will take place and provides
for evaluation of the effects of grazing.

The proposed &MPE weuld not reduce the stocking levels on.any of the.three . _.
allotments. The length of season of use for any allotment has also nct been .
altered. Thus, the overall utilization by livestock of the allotments does

not change as a result of the AMPR. Amounts of forage, water and spatial
resources are compitted to livestock use. This reduces the resources
available to fish and wildlife species. Wildlife habitat is lost or degraded

due to maintaining roads, developed springs, fences and other constructed
features reguired to operate the livestock operation. These effects.are. not -
short-term, but continue thrcough the life of the project.

With the creation of new pastures out of existing ones, average pasture size.
will decrease since there is no land base added to the allotments. Davs-of .
use per vear will also decrease for each new pasture, although amount:of’
forage utilized per pasture may or may not change. Forage utilization per-
pasture is a function of number of livestock, duration of ‘use and_size ofiih R
pasture. Forage selectivity by livestock also will continue to influence” :
plant species diversity and seral stages on the allotment. Distribution of -
livestock across the pasture may change as a result of crowding, however, the .
availability of preferred forage species in areas of the allotment will alsos %
influence distribution. Thus, while overall forage utilization-will -pot=- - Q
change (since there is no change in season or stocking levels),. 1ocala,,;
utilization rates and selection pressure on desirable species is likely tao.
change. Mecnitoring tc measure use of desirable species is essential “in-
setting proper duration of use to minimize adverse effects.




13

Under the current management, most pastures received one tull year cf rest in
gach cycle. Given the current rate of recovery of riparian and aguatic
habitats, the existing management is not achieving Forest objectives in a

timely manner. Significant levels of adverse impacts are continuing. - The .-

new plan would greze primary (non-riparian or 'special emphasis") pastures
every vear, though for a shorter duration and at different times during the
grazing season cver the several year cycle. The length of the- longest rest
period for a particular pasture in a cycle is reduced, while length of the
rest period in any use year .is increased. Freguency of use (i e. the number
of times a plant is phyvsically grazed) is lower since the 1ivéstock aresin =
the vicinity of the plant for fewer davs.
are used less frequently 'than those that can regrow within the period of
livestock use. Riparian plants tend to regrow more quickly than upland
species. The shorter exposure pericds in the riparian pastures are intended
to reduce the frequency of use and thus reduce effects to the plants.

Species cemposition is also a factor in the way the forage base in a pasture
can be used. The availebility of desirable forage is on uniform throughcut
a pasture, resulting in some areas more likely to be used than others. The
time of the season the pasture is used also affects the forage use since some
plants are more desirable at certain times of the growing season than others.
Unless management of livestock on a pasture can compensate for differences in
forage desirability, overuse of the desirable species will continue to ccour

while less desireble species are not used. Seeding programs to change the
gpecies compositicn and provide more desirable Torage are nct successful in
the iong term if overuse of the desirable species continues.

Plants with slower regrowth rates

Willows (Salix spp.} and other riparian shrubs have largely heeﬁjeliﬁinated"CV

from the meadow reaches of streams that once supported them. Overusze by
grazing enimals, drying of the bank areas from the lowering water table and
loss from erosive events are contributing factors. Changes in grass and forb
species ccmposition is also evident, with non-native, invader species like
Kentucky bluegrass and redtop dominating the meadows near the streams. -Of
native grasses once found in these areas, only tufted hairgrass, a species™
that can tolerate heavy grazing, remains at any significant level. Overuse
on both hairgrass and the grazing-tolerant bluegrass has cleally occurred. ..

The biological evaluation for the AMPR provides only a brief analycls of tﬁe.'
potential impacts of the project action on Arizona willow. Much :0f ‘the -
discussion within the biclogical evaluation concerns the Apache trout and the .

expected improvements to  stream and riparian habitats. . Much -of -this-. =

discussion is applicable to the Arizona willow, and any improvement to Apache
trout habitat will also be to the advantage of the Arizona willow. However,

the ramifications of the ecological effects of livestock grazing to Apache{‘ =

trout is different than for the Arizona w1110w and its habltat

As described in the biological evaluation, the proposed'allotment'maﬁagemeﬁtV
plan places a high priority on protecting existing occurrences of- Arizona -
willow. Most known occurrences within the project area are proposed to be
included within exclosures or small fenced plets. This perspective addresses
ungulate predation on individual plants, but aveoids addressing the associated
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effects of Jivestock grazing on the constituent elements of the propesed
critical habitat and the natural re-establishment of Arizona willow into high
quality riparian habitats. Information strongly suggests that any grazing hy
livestock and/or wildiife retards or prevents reestablishment of willows.
The proposed critical habitat in the project area that is still subject to
livestock use may not be able to reccver given the continued use by grazing
animails. The monitoring plan included in the biolcgical evaluaticn
identifies utilization levels on woody vegetation in riparian zones as not
more than 45% of the current years leader growth. This level of growth may
not'be appropriate in critical habitat. Monitoring transects will be read at
five vear intervals. This may represent an improvemeni in the existing

grazing regime, but does not reflect pricrity management for the Ar14nna
willow and i1ts habitat.

The interaction of livestock grazing and Mexican spotted owls is not clear.
Effects are likely concentrated in grazing related changes to the prey base
of the owls, esrecially small mammals such as voles. This is an area of
research that needs additicnal study. A probable pair was reported in 1891
and 1992 from an area of the West Fork of the Black River below the
confluence with Stinky Creek. Another territory is near Big.Lake, just

outside of the project area. No roost or nest sites have been 1dentl11ed as
of vet.

Stream Stabilization

The AMPR provides for five riparian pastures and four "special emphasis”
wetland pastures. Of these, only the Hayground Creek riparian pasture-is om
an Apache trout stream. Three are on Burro Creek and one is on the East Fork
of the Black River. None of the "special emphasis" pastures involve Apache

Lrout. There is one livestock exclosure on upper Home Creek, and two
livestock exclosures and one livestock-elk exclosure on Stinky Creek. Both
cf these streams are Apache trout streams. The remainder of the

approximately 15 miles of Apache trout streams are in normal use pastures.
The exclosures on Stinky Creek are located in Arizona willow proposed

critical habitat. The remainder of the proposed critical habitat is in
normal use pastures. ‘

Home Creek is located in the Middle and Lower pastures of the Burro Creek
Allotment. These pastures are part of the management area for the vearling
herd. A 20 day use period for each pasture is contained in the AMPR grazing
system for this allotment. The pasture plan and use record provided by the

Forest shows that use of these pastures can occur in any month of the grazing
season.

Stinky Creek is located in the Reservation pasture of the Burro Creek
Allotment. Part of vearling herd, this pasture alsc has a proposed 20 day
use. Use of this pasture mey occur any time in the season.

Hayground Creek riparian pasture is on the Havground Allctment and is
proposed for five days use. The pasture plan shows this use is scheduled for
the September/Cctober period.
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Centerfire Creek is in the Centerfire pasture on the Havground Allotment and
is proposed for 30 days use. The pasture plan shows that use of this pasture
can occur at any time in the grazing season.

Boggy Creek is in the Boggy Pasture in the Reservation Allotment and is
proposed for 25 days use, again at any time of the grazing season.  The
uppermcst end of Boggy Creek is con the Hall pasture, proposed for 35 days of--.
use anytime during the grazing. seascn.

The biological evaluation prepared by the Forest 1nd¢cates that May to uune"””“
are drv months in the project area. The summer rains begln in July and may
last into September, with a drying period into Octcber. "If-the pasture plans -

as provided to the Service are used, livestock will be in pastures containing
degraded Apache trout habitat during the time when siream banks will have
higher meisture content and flows from runoff will increase. Bank damage is

more likely to occur during these conditions. Shorter exposure times do
reduce damage somewhat, however, most of the damage likely takes place in the
first few days of livestock use. Although there is other forage available,..

and new waters are proposed, use of the riparian areas for both forage and
water will 1ikely remain significant.

The level of impact to stream banks is also a factor of substrate. Rocky . ..
banks are less prone to damage and deep alluvial soils are easily damaged. 7
To assess the degree of risk, and the existing degree of damage, the Fish
Management Reports for the Apache trout streams provide scme baseline. Table
1 shows a summary of the rortlnen+ HCI values ior each stream and affected

The reaches of Home Creek in the Middle and Lower pastures include Reaches 2
through 9. A porticn of Reach ¢ is in the livesteck exclosure. Only cne
reach has good bank soil stability, however, the remainder are in the upper

range for fair. Three reaches have fair readings for ungulate damage, the
remaining six are in good condition. L

Stinky Creek has ore reach with good bank soil stability, two with readiﬁgs _
in the upper. fair range and one with only fair. Reach 4,_the only reach to
have fair readings for ungulate damage also has the lowest bank SOJl

stability. The livestock and elk exclosures along this creek are not in. ..
Reach 4. : - . : i RERRCIE

Hayground Creek has one reach with good bank:soil stability, and .one each at-- -
the upper and lower bounds of the fair designation. As with Stinky Creek,
the only reach with fair ungulate damage, Reach 3, is the reach with the
lowest bank scil stability. Reach 3 is in the Hayground Creek riparian
pasture. : e EELY SRR DTN

Centerfire Creek has a portion of one reach in the project area.. Bank soil
stability is only fair, as is ungulate damage. Boggy Creek alsc has only-a -

portion of one reach in the project area. Both bank scil stability ‘and
ungulate damage are fair. : .
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Table 1. Selected HCI parameters for Apache trout streams in the Burro
Creek, Havground and Reservaticn allotments. :
Stream/Reach Bank Soil Stability Unﬁulate~Damaée -
Boggy/R3% h8.8 ' 30.0
Centerfire/R3* = 35.0 . 270
Eayground/R1 ' 782 ~9,8Q3
/R2 80.8 16.9
/R3 47.5 "59.0° - -
Home/R2 70.8 26.6
- /R3 75.0 27 .6
/Ré& 74.2 20.7
/R 73.8 21.0
- /R6 75.4 20.8
/R7 RO.C 17.9
/R8 75.0 20.5
/R9 72.8 26.5
Stinky/R1 87.% 8.3
JRZ 70.0 24.3
/R3 75.0 12.6
/R& 50.0 42.0
Ranking: .
Bank soil stability >80 Good; 40-79 Fair; <39 Poor
Ungulate damage <25 Good; 26-50 Fair; »51 Poor

Al
R

Signifies there were no survey stations on the stream reaches~in ‘the
project area. Data presented is from next nearest reach stations.

References: AGFD 1991a, 1991b, 1991c, 1991d, 1991e
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In seriously degreded streams, any grazing use at all is not conducive to

restoring stream features or riparian habitats. The five Apache trouf'”i“'
streams in the project area are degraded, but no reach has values intthe.poorgi
range for hank soil stability or ungulate damage. Because of the fair to.

good conditions, it may be possible to achieve stream and riparian recovery .
while allowing for moderate amounts of grazing. The AMPR does reduge the uge ©
peried from current levels, this reduction may or may not be sufficient to -
provide adeguate recovery rates. The same may be true for Arizona willow in

the project area, especially in areas of proposed ertlc habitat stillv "
subject to Tlivestock use. LTS e

Continued use of scme of the more sensitive stream and riparian areas may qot T
result in recovery of these areas within desired time frames. Reach 4-on = -
Stinky Creek shows signs of significant damage by ungulates and has the
lowest bank soil stability on that strean. The reducticn in use may not be
zdeguate to reverse this situation. Use of the riparian pastures, while of "7~
short duration, may have significant impacts on reccvery processes.
Implementatlon of the monltorlng Drogram descr bed in the %MPR w111 cSSlSt

the Forest, Service and other interested parties in evaluating the SUCCESS of
this project. The presence of elk on the allotments provides zdditional .
complicating factors. Elk do utilize the same forage base as do livestock, ™
‘and they are found in the meadows and riparian areas during certain times of
the wvear. How much effect elk have on vegetation and stream recovery
potentials on the allotment is not clear but is under evaluation.

In summaryy the change in grazing system in the AMPR does-not-reduce the--—-o
actual numbers of livestock allowed per vear, nor the length of-the grazing -~ -
season. The total amount of forage needed to support livestock also does not -
change. How that forage is used hy livestock has changed. Seasconality,
duraticn and freguency of use will be different for both upland and
riparian/meadow areas under the AMPR. VWhether the changes proposed in the
‘AMPR are adequate to provide recovery for both will not be immediately known.

‘Implementation of the proposed monitoring plan will be a eritical part oifFfjt
accompllshlng the project goals.

Effects Lg Surviva] and Recovery

There are a number of Apache trout populations on Forest and Tribal . lands.
The quality of those populaticns of Apache trout varies con51derably ’7.
" However, with the existing environmental baseline, the risks to the. imbediate -
survival of the species are not significantly increased by the AMPR. = It
should be noted that this AMPR covers three of the 42 allotments the.Forest-
_ has pledged to revise to provide for endangered and threatened fish recovery. ..
When this consultation is completed and the effects of the action become part' =~
.of the updated environmental . baseline, future TFederal . actlons Wlll be
considered in light of that revised status.

The AMPR would have little effect on the type of ‘recovery actions
accomplished to date, namely removing non-native trout from streams
designated for Apache trout. It does have effects on the improvements needed
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to provide a recovered phyvsical habitat for those populaticons. The Recovery
Yan (USFWS 1983) clearly states that to delist the species, 30 self—
sustaining peopulations are required.. .. To achieve . this..goal, habitat.
conditicns in critical streams must be improved. '

Since the effect of livestock grazing upon Mexican spotfédmoﬁis'ié-ﬁhéiééf;'
the magnitude of that effect cannot be predicted. However, maintaining a

healthy prey base is essential for the 10ng-term success. of the owl _ Thjs;_;m

questlon must ‘be exam ned fart“er

Under the AMPR, some Arizoha.Willow populations and pfoﬁéééa'F?iticai_ﬁéﬁitat'”
will still be subject to livestock grazing. We do not know at”what level”
this use would be safe and promote growth and recovery of the populations.
Use of the entire pasture by livestock, versus overuse of the riparian areas,
could be an important component in determining the acceptable level of use.

Cumulative Effects

Cupuidtive effects are these effects of future Qtate or prlvate actl‘ltlpn.
that have nc Federal connection, that are reasonably certain to occur within-
the action area of the Federal action subject to concvltatlon The action .
ares is entirely on Federal land, although there is a non-Federal parcel on
the Burro bxeek Alletment that contains proposed critical habitat for the ™

Arizona will Private actionsg on that land that affected the willow would
he cumulative offects. Acticns taken to mansge wildlife on the allotments
are initiated by AGFD, but the Forest has some oversight, thus there is

‘likely-to be a Federal connection. Use -of funds from Federal -Aid-io Fish and -

Wildlife Enhancerent and Section 6 of the Act distributed through the Service:
to AGFD also provides an additional opportunity for a Federal -connecticn:--

Under these circunmstances, Lhefe is only a very limited opportunlty for any
cumulative effects in the action area.

Recreational fishing on-the allotment is’an area where “there may be some..
cumulative effects to examine. Stocking and other management actions are-

likely to have z Federal connection, but the actual use of the allotment
streams by anglers may not..

Summary of Effects . e

The proposed AMPR was designed to be an improvement over the eXisting grazing
system on the allotments. It does not completely eliminate degradation of”
Apache trout and Arizona willow habitats and support recovery of the
populations. The actual degree of improvement Ieculting ffom the new grazing
system tc the upland watershed,® meadow and rlparlan areas- cannot . be.
predicted. The AMPR assumes that riparian-pastures are the correct approachf
for White Mountain stream recovery goals. = Information. Cexists in. the™
published and grey literature that both support and refute that assumpticn.-

Effective monitering programs and long-term research are- needed to clarzfy;
this issue for the White Mountains. )
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Effects cof the Action
Coldwater Fisheries Enhancement Project

Direct ggg'Indirect Effects

For Arizona willow, any actions that can affect the streambanks.ﬁay have an .
affect upon existing populations and the potential for areas to support the
- species.. Construction of instream structures could cause bank disturbances.

"0 70f special Concern is the ¢ritical habitat zrea along West Fork of the Black .
“"River and ‘Thompson and- Stinky: creeks.  “Construction of trailsand other =%

“recreational facilities as part of the project should aveid occupied and .
" potential habitats. Overdse of access points may be a conttibuting problem 7

if angler use increases significantly.

Implementation of this plan will provide some benefits for the Apache trout
in the form of increased and improved habitats and recognition of the species
from the blue ribbon fishery. Fostering the populaticns of brown trout as
- part of the project does preclude restoration of the entire drainage for. .

Apache trout. This is not permanent and a change of management could be
accomplished in the future.  Continued meonitoring of unauthorized stockings
of fish from the brown trout area to both existing and proposed Apache trout
 areas will be needed.

Effects to Survival énd Recovery

As stated above, the designation of the Dblue ribbon fishery, h=a Litat

-amprovements: and protective management may, 1f succcssful Or0v~de some lgng— -

term benethS to Apache trout

Use of the proposed critical habitat as part of a recreational fishery may or
may not have any effects tc the Arizena willow. Much depends upon the use
patterns by anglers and identification of sensitive areas pricer to any
construction. ' o

Cupulative Effects

See previous discussion.

Incidental Take

Section 9 of the Act, as amended, prohibits the taking (harass, harm, pursue,
shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture or collect, or attempt to engage in any
such conduct) of listed species without a special exemption The concept of
harm includes significant habitat modification and degradation that results

in death or iniury to listed species by significantly impairing behavioral 77 .
patterns such as breeding, feeding and sheltering. Case law has affirmed -

that taking does include harm to listed threatened species when there is
definable injury or death to individuals. Under the ferms of Section 7 (b)
(4) and Section 7 (o) (2), taking that is incidental to, and not intended as



~condition” of the habitat “in these three streams. The AMPR™ Dledges to

... continue to take Apache trout habitat and prevent full
- habitat.
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part of the agency action, is not considered taking within the bounds of the

Act, provided such taking is in compliance with the incidental fake ctatement .
prov1ded in the biclegical opinion.

The 861v1ce has detezmwned that Arache trout stream habJLat on the Allotment
has been harmed by past management practices. This represents five of 18, or
approximately 28% of the critical reccvery streams on the Forest. These

_ streams will contlnae to be harmed by the implementation of the AMPR. - The °©
© Service fully - understands Lhat the purpcse of the- ANP 15 ta- Jmprove'tnéf

maintain the HCI at least 60% of maximum, thus providing a loss of up to 40% -~
- - potential habitat. Improvements in phvsical habitat conditions are the basis™
for the change in management; however, sedimentation wiil continue to affect .
trout spawning and feeding habitats in these streams, runcff events will
‘continue to erode stream banks and some level of mechanlca1 damage will ccecur
to streambanks. This is 11ke1y to adversely affect stream channel recovery
and reestablishment oI riparian vegetation. Protection of . part .of the
streams by.-.exclosures. dees not address the total potential
impacts to the habitat. We recognize that these habiiat cenditions are in'*
“existence and are not newly created. However, the decisjon to allow”
livestock grazing on the allotments under the AAPR is zlso the. decision to,w :'

for adverse. . .

recovery of ‘th

The eifects of grazing on the small nmemmal, bird and ren
form the preyv base of the Mexican spotted owl have

- Timber- harvests likely have more-significant direct effects on the -habitat -

than does grazing due to the opening of the canopy and elimination-of habitat -

structure. '

e populations that
been determined.

.
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Incidental take 1is not set for proposed species or critical habitat.
Therefore, no incidental take statement is inciuded in this biological
opirion for the Arizona willow. Under the Act, take for plants is not the 7:
same as take for animal species. Under some 1nstances, take of plants: 15*“ :
covered by the Act when Federal land is inveived.

‘Where pos=ib1e the Serv1ce is requ1red to bpeC1fy the amount of 1n01denta1
take that will oeccur. This specification is necessary to define. when the. . ..
level: of incidental take has- been exceeded. The AMPR, through the Plan,m;mé
allows for a level of take of up to 40% of HCI. This level was set, durlng
consultation on the Plan and Amendment 1. Of the five Apache trout’ Rbreams_,;_t
in the preject area, only Stinky Creek has an overall HCl of over 60%, and -
this creek does have one reach with a HCI of less than 60%. Only one reach -

on Hayground Creek exceeds 60%, the rest of the reaches on the four remalnlpg
streams are less than 60%. Since there are HCI values léss-than 60%,%the -
incidental. take of the AMPR is already exceeded. This situation will ””'i

continue until the habitat improves sufficiently te provide HCI values of
greater than 60%.




.Owing to the lack of information on the ef
" of the Mexican spotted owl,
--incidental take.

.. areas,
~equivalent recovery is not- OCCUrllﬂg betueen the ™ Lreatmen+s”

o .recovery is defined as equal” or greater Tecovery of° ‘stream condltlons ‘as’
- measured by HCI

-exclosed (livestock) streams.” Méasurements to determine recovery_rates for
riparian - pasture streams will not be taken from. any:

—. -the liwestock exclosures., Measurab1v less 1s delzned as.
'__kdchar1ty in recoxer» rates.
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fects of livestock on the prey base
it is not possible to determine a limit for the

The SerV1ce con51ders that the level of 1DC1dentdl take for Apache trout for

the propesed AMPR will continue to be exceeded when at the third- vear of
1mp1ementat1on of the AMPR, specified monitoring of the recovery of exclosed

Tqbl\/a;EﬂLi

in normal and riparian pasture’ streams as .compared to

livestock or
livestack/elk exclosure on those streams. At the end of the first grazing

cycle, incidental take will continue to be exceeded if riparian and stream
recovery in normal use pastures is measurably less than in the’ riparian
pastures and/or recovery in the riparian pastures is measurably'lpss than in

greaterbLban 20%.

_The Service do¢s rpCCngZE the need to define appropr1ate r*parlan and stream

restoration cconcepts for the White Mountalnc .. There is consndefdble
disagreement azmong the interested parties as to-which concepi o7 concepts
provide for the most timely and effective recovery of these systems. The
published and greyv literature do not clearly resclve this question for all
parties. Determining an effective course of action to recovery Apache trout

-~ habitats in the White Hounta;nu ‘1s essential-to the J1f1mate cL,ccem__of ‘the- — -

recovery program.’

There is no incidental take level set for Apache trout for the CFEP due to
the no affect finding and concurrence. However, there may be some losses
attributed to placement of structures in Apache trout streazms under  the AMPR.
This take may be in the form of loss of individuals and disturbance of '~

existing hebitat. It is not possible at this time to know the=level of -+

incidental take likelv to occcur from these prOJe(ts, however it is .not likely
to be-high. .. To have a limit to use for management uec151ons,‘the SerV1ce.

shall CODSlder the incidental take -to have been exceeded if- MOre than- 20 .. -
" Apache trout.-are killed during 1nstream work in any single stream,. or if over .

40 are kllled durlng a whole season s work on more: than one stream

The measures described below are not dlscretionary'and must be undertaken'by3. 5

the agency as part of the implementation of the proposed aqtionjor made a
binding condition of any permit or other implementation document given to or
developed by the applicant, as appropriate.

Reasonable and Prudent Measures . oL

The Service believes the following reasonable énd prﬁdent measures are

necessary and approgriate to minimize the incidental take authorlzed by this
biological opinion:

riparian pagture and normal use pasture ‘stream.reaches shows that. .
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1. Measures will be taken to ensure that monitoring of AMPR
implementation is fully accomplished and scientifically scund and
will provide information to effectively compare rates of recovery .

in normal use and riparian pastures and livestock exclobures to'“m'
Apache trout habitat recovery.

Z. Measures will be taken to ensure timely protection for Apache trout
 ;77streams on the allotments from existing llve%tock gvazlng use.
Bt;_;Measures will be taken to ensure that the level of 1n01den 1 take
: culrently in ex1stence does not continue. - :
L Heasure; will be taken to monitor the brown tlout 11<hery 1n‘¥hé_'mm
West Fork of the Black River so problems with this fishery does not
begln to adversely affect the Apache trout streams.
5. Measures will be taken to evaluate the effects of 11we=tor} and elk

gr321ng on the prey base of the Mex1can spotted owl

Terms and Condltaons R

In order to be exemnpt f;om the prohibitions of Section 9 of the Act, the
Forest. must. ensure the &applicant's and their own compliance wltb the

following terms and conditions which implement the reasonable and prudent
measures described above.

1. To implement reasonabie and prudent measure 1, the following
conditions will be-implemented

a. The Forest will fully implement the monitoring called for in the
AMPR in every vear grazing is allowed on the allctments. Failure
to implement the monitoring as prescribed reguires the livestock to -
be removed immediately from the particular allotment or allotments- - .
where monitoring was not carried out properly. '

b. If, in the first three years of the new AMPR grazing cycle R
information developed supports the ~acceptance of one stream and;i::
riparian restoraticn concept over the others, revisions to the AMPR -

to incorporate that concept more widely will be accompllsheo within
the succeeding two vears.

c. The Forest wzll, 1f necessary, explore alternative funding sources
for any monitoring required if funding from within the agency is - -~
not available or sufficient f{c meet the needs. Lack of funds will
hot be considered as an impediment to the implementation of proper-
monitoring. ‘ -
d. The Forest will provide reports of the monitoring done the previous

year to the Service before the start of the next vears grazing -.--
season.
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e. The Forest will ensure that the permittee follows the reguirements
of the AMPR cach vear livestock is grazed on the Allotment. —
2.  To implement reascnable. and prudent measure number 2 tue followzng'?"f

terms and conditions w111 be implemented:

a

‘. constrniction or reconstruction of fences for rzparlan pasfures and.
““exclosures (boch elk/llvestock and. llwestock) on or contalnlng
" Apache trout streams. - These fences will be in place w1th1n 2 years -
“of the Recordrof” De0151on being” flnallzed“““ '

_ malntenance of these fences

"_In the enent of any damage to th e&clonure iences that WOulq allow; B
“livestock and/or elk access to exclosure areas or riparian-pastures = =
- containing Apaﬂhe trout, repairs  will be made 1meed1at01y if

~inspected every year-and any repalrs needed made belore the pastureﬁ

‘be " halted and additional protection ‘will be provided before thé:

The Forest, 1in scheduling construction and dewelopmeﬁt projects
needed to implement the AMPR, will give first leorlty to the

The Forest will use any available fundzng source to bu11d the
ripariezn pasture and exclosure fences on the allotments. - Lack of
funds will not be considered as an impediment to the placement and .

livestock are in that pasture or hefore livestock” enter that
pasture in that vear. Immediately.is defined as within 2 davs of._
discovering the fence damage. If repzirs cannot be made, livestock
are to be remcved within an additional 2 days or methods taken to
prevent their access to the exclosure or riparian. pasture and
amount of damage -to the exclosure estimated. These-fences will be -

is used by livestock: . i

If use of a particdlar pasture results in signifiééﬁt'damage téf'"”
any Apache trout stream or riparian area, use of that pasture will =

pasture can be used again for -livestock. Significant damage=- ;-

includes, but is not limited to, excessive utilization of forage or.
" unacceptable _levels ~of mechanical damage _that ‘eliminate. F“ L

significantly-reduce. achieved recovery.

3. To implement reasonable and prudent measure 3, the following. terms.and -.

CODdlthﬂS w111 be 1mp1emented

a.

.completed within 5 years. - _ R

Unles: delays to 1mp1ementat10n of the AMPR are agreed to by the
Service, implementation of this AMPR will begln In 1994 and be

1f delays in the .implementation are approved. by . the Servicej:
livestock grazing on the allotments may continue under the present
svstem, except in pastures containing reaches of Apache treut
streams with HCI values of less than 60%. In those pastures use.
levels will not exceed those set in this AMPR A
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C. Increasing livestock use of any riparian pasiure or normal use
pasture containing Apache trout habitat will not occur until the
fully implemented AMPR has been in operation for one full grazing
cycle (five yvears).. After that point, increases may be considered

in the Annual Operating Plan, but the pasture will be’ monitored. .
closely and if recovery rates are not maintained, the use must .

return to the original level. 7The decision to decrease livestock
use will be made and implemented at any time that data shows

recovery rates to be insufficient or retarded by the'grazing use. -

To 1mp1ement reasonable and pxudent measure 4 the follow:né ierms andi‘

'7cond1t10n= w111 be 1mp]emented

a. - As part of the public information on the new fiskery, anglers
should be discouraged {from moving hrown trout around in the
drainage. '

b, - Barriers needed to protect Apache trout streams sha be in place

within 2 years of the start-of the prOJect

trout and any increase in that presence.

d. All work on instream structures in Apache trout streams will be
done in such a way to minimize the potential for taking individual
s
fish.

-

5. Toc implement reasonable and prudent measure 5, the,following;terms and
conditions will be implemented: o -

a. The Forest will work with the Service, AGFD and other lnterested

parties to develop information on the effects of grazing on the
prey base of”the“Mexlean spotted owl.

Reportihg Requirements ' o 7{ T

The Forest will, at a time mutually agreed upon, provide. the Service-with a

"cz:f Apache trout streame will be monitored for- the presence of brown

vearly maintenance record-for important fences and-an- annual report-of .the . _ .

monltorlng activities.

If, during the course of the action, the amount or extent of the incidental
take is exceeded, the Forest must reinitiate consultation with™“the Service
immediately to avoid violation of Section 9. COperations must be stopped in
the interim period between the initiation and the completion ‘of the new
- consultation if it is determined the impact of the additional taking will
cause and irreversible and adverse impact on the species. ~The Forest will
provide an explanation of the causes of the taking... Greater than anticipated
incidental take will be identified as occurring if monitoring of the
allotments shows that at the end of the first grazing cycle, riparian and
stream recovery in normal use pastures is measurably less than in the
riparian pastures and/or recovery in the riparian pastures is measurably less
than in the livestock exclosures. Measurably less is defined as a >20%
difference in recovery rates,
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Conservation Recommendations

Secticns. 2{c¢) and 7(a)(1) of the Act- direct. Feoexagqueneles to use- thelr o
authorities to further the purposes.of _the Act by carrying. ouf conservation . .
proglams for the beﬂeflt of endangered and threatened species. ..1he”term"‘1“ﬁ
"conservation recommendations™ has been defined as Service cuggestions'--
regarding discretionary agency activities to minimize or avoid adverse
effects of a propecsed acticon on listed species or cr1t1c41 habitat or
regarding development of infcrmation. . The recommendat1on5 provided hare
relate only to the'proposed action and do not necessarily” represent complete.

fulflllment of the agenev s Sectlon / (a)(1) recpon51b11ity Ior the spec1es

The Service reoommends the following act:ons for the Arlzona W1110w:'.

1. Monitor riparian zone woody vegetation to limit utilizaticn levels
to not more than 25% of the current years 1eader growth within all
reaches of proposed critical habitat.

2. Read monltorzng transects w1th1n proposed erttlcal nobltat reaches
at three year intervals ({not including the palred 11xestock—e1k

_exclosures), and reviewing these results to any make approprlate ehanges “5{
in livestock management. _

-~

3. Please report the results of all menitoring efforts for the Arizona

willow completed as part of this allotment management plan to the
Service each year. With the data provided on individual Arizona willow -
plants outside cof wungulate exclosures, please- deserlbe 11vestock -
" stocking rates and- dates llvestock occurred w1th1n the pustures i

The Service recormends the following actions for the Apacheltrout:

1. Fence Reach 4 of ‘Stinky Creek to e11m11ate llVEStOoK use.

Revise the AMPR_ to ellmlnate planned Ilvestoc}r gra21ng 1n - ald-
riparian pastures with Apache trout habitat. 4i

o

3. Identliy, reconstruct or Close unneeded roads -on the allotments tO;?ﬁ~o
reduce this source of sediment 1nflow to Lhe streams. =; =

4. Explore the opportunlty to modlfy the Plan Standard and Gu1delln€ L
to set a higher minimum HCI. - o SR m A D PR

5. Ixplore methods to further deflne the approprlate llvestock herd :
size for the allotments, '

The Service recommends the following actione for the”Menic;h spottedioﬁ}:ffe;.ﬂm

1. Continue to survey project area to locate roosts and nest sitese{—'
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Conclusion

This concludes formal consultation on the Rurro Creek, Havground and
_.Reservatiocn Allotoent Management Plan. Revision and the Coldwater Fisheries
. Enhancement Program, as outlined in your March 24, 1993 request. -As.reguired

by regulaticns (402.16), reinitiation of formal censultation ig required if:
1) the amount or extent of incidental take is exceeded, 2) new information
reveals effects of the agency action that may impact listed species - or
critical habitat in a manner or to an extent not considered in this'opinion, .
3) the agency action is subsequently modified in a’manner. that 'causes’ dd
effect to a listed species or critical habitat that was not considered in
this opinion, or 4} a new speciés is listéd or critical habitat deSignated ™
that may be affected by the agency action. o

The Service would appreciate notification of vour final decision on this
action. We also remind the Forest that the terms and conditions to implement
the reasonable and prudent measures are mandatory and must be implemented and
reports provided as required. 1In order for the Service to be kept informed
of actions that either minimize or avoid adverse effects, or that benefit the
listed species or their habitats, the Service would appreciate notification
of the implementztion of any conservation recommendations by the Forest. -

Thank you for assisting us in the conservation of endangered and ‘threatened
species. In future communications on this project, please refer to
consultation number 2-21-90-F-120. If we may be of assistance, please
contact Lesley Fitzpatrick or Tom Gatz.

Sincerely o

/f;?fi//
Gilbert D. Me _

Acting State Supervisor
cc: Chief, Fish and Wildlife Service, Arlington, Virginia (DES) - . .. . =
- Regional Director, Fish and Wildlife Service; Albuguerque; New-Mexico- - -
AES : : oo e s R
Préjeci Leader, Fish and Wildlife Service, Fishery Assistance Office,
Pinetop, Arizona o
Forest Supervisor, Apache-Sitgreaves National Forest, Springerville, -
Arizona _ : -
District Ranger, Springerville Ranger District, Apache-Sitgreaves
. Naticnal Forest, Springerville, Arizona. e
Pirector, Arizona Game and Fish Depariment, Phoenix, Arizpnaf



K]
-1

ILiterature Cited

Arizona Game and Fish Department. 1991a. Boggy Creek Fish Management Report.
Statewide Fisheries Investigations, Survey of Aquaitic Rescurces, Federal Aid
Project F-7-M-33. Fhoenix, Arizona. 36€pp. :

19%1b. Centeriire CreekmFiSh"Ménageméﬁt'.r
_ Report. Statewide Fisheries investlg ations,” Survey of Aquati¢ Resources, . Ti7
Federal A d Project F-7- M 33. PhOin\ Arlaona SOpp . . .

1991¢. Havground Creek Fish. Management
Report. Statewide Fisheries Investigations, Survey of Aquatic Resources,
Federal Aid Project F-7-M-33. Phoenix, Arizona. Z2Z9pp.

1997d. Home Creek Fish Management Report.
Statewide Fisheries Investigations, Sur\ey of Aquatic Resources, Fede1a1 Aldmfﬁ
Proiect F-7-M-33. Phoenix, Arizona. Z26pp.

1G%1e. Stinky Creek Fish Maraoement A_porg.'ﬁ_.,
Statewide Fisheries Investigations, Survey ol Aquatic K@SQUTLEb, “Federal Ald B
Prciject F-7-M-33. Fhoenix, Arizeona. Z24pp. LT T .

Galeanc-Popp, R.G. 1988 €z1ix arizenicz Dorn. on the Apache-Sitgreaves
Netional Forest: inventory and hebitat study. Unpublished repori, Apache-
SltgreuVEb \dtionai Torest. 47 pp.

Ganev, J.L. 1992. Fcod habits of Mexican spotted owls in Arizona. Wilson
Bulletin 1C&4(2):321-326.

U.S. Figsh and Wildlife Service. 1983. Arizona Trout (Apache Trout) Recovery
Plan. Albugquerque, New Mexico. 40pp. o N

1992. Endangered and threatenedfwildiiieuégd'3%7¥
plants; proposed endangered status for the piant Salix arizonica (Arizona - .-
willow), with critical habitat. 57 Federal. Regxste: 54747 .




