REGION 2 SENSITIVE SPECIES EVALUATION FORM

SSM 8/1/01

Species: Gila pandora/ Rio Grande chub

Criteria Rank | Rationale Literature Citations
1 Endemic to Rio Grande basin in Colorado. Occurs on 1 Forest in R2 (RGNF). Fewer ¢  Colorado Natural Heritage Program.
Distrbution than 10 populations remain in R2; several of these from transplants that have occurred . gg)‘éw fisheries inventories, 1999-
within R2 A in recent years. Successful reproduction documented at several sites. Long-term e Zuckerman. 1984
success of transplants is unknown at this time. Listed as a “Species of Special «  Zuckerman and Langlois, 1990
Concern” in Colorado in 1996. Colorado Natural Heritage Program Rank of “critically
imperiled” (S1) (?).
Confidence in Rank qu h or Medium or Low
2 In New Mexico, Rio Grande chub is declining in many locations, but appears stable in *  New Mexico Department of Game and
Distribation others. Listed as a New Mexico state “Species of Concern” in 1994. New Mexico E‘Sh*’aggf‘- Natural Herit
outside R2 B Natural Heritage Program ranks the species “rare or uncommon” in New Mexico. T agy o Ralitalrieriage program.
Listed as threatened in Texas (one population remains). e Sublette et al., 1990.
Confidence in Rank High or Medium or Low
3 Existing populations are disjunct, occurring in isolated stream segments. Dispersal e Calamusso and Rinne, 1999.
Dispersal capability likely very low due to fragmented habitat or non-native species serving as . Zucl;erman, 19d84. oic. 1600
Capability A barriers to movement. *  Zuckerman and Langlols, 1990.
Confidence in Rank qu h or Medium or Low
4 Status of populations in Colorado varies from stable to declining. Many populations are e Alves, pers. Comm..
Abundance in small and potentially imperiled (non-native species present, habitat degradation). . CD(le fisheries inventories, 2000.
R2 A Introduced lake populations may be more secure than historic stream populations. : Zuckerman, 1984.

Confidence in Rank qu h or Medium or Low

Zuckerman and Langlois, 1990.
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Species: Gila pandora/ Rio Grande chub

Criteria Rank | Rationale Literature Citations
5 Rio Grande chub was historically very abundant throughout its range. It was described e Alves, pers. Comm..
bopulation as common in Colorado (Cope and Yarrow, 1875), and Jordan (1891) described the *  Cope and Yarrow, 1875.
T Ry A species as “abundant everywhere” in the Rio Grande in Colorado. The species also : jg?c?asﬁ 1f£i
appeared to be an abundant food source for pre-Columbian residents of prehistoric e  Zuckerman, 1984.
Blanca Lake settlements, based on numerous chub bones found in archaeological e Zuckerman and Langlois, 1990.
digs in the San Luis Valley, Colorado (Jones, 1977). Rio Grande chub has declined
rapidly, now occupying only a fraction of its historic range (fewer than 7 historic
populations remain).
Confidence in Rank qu h or Medium or Low
6 Habitat condition trend varies from slightly improving to stable to downward. Stream *  Alves, pers. Comm..
. dewatering, spring development, habitat degradation from grazing, roads, etc. still ¢  Calamusso and Rinne, 1999.
Habitat Trend . . . . . e Swift-Miller, pers. Obs.
in R2 A occurring in places. Lower elevation habitats on private land also impacted and e Zuckerman. 1984
declining in many places. Some improvements in habitat are occurring on public land «  Zuckerman and Langlois, 1990
as a result of improved management practices and restricted use as compared to
historic use levels.
Confidence in Rank qu h or Medium or Low
7 Habitat is very vulnerable to modification from management activities including ¢  Calamusso and Rinne, 1999
. grazing, road construction, dewatering, logging, etc. Current direction (Rio Grande *  Rinne and Platania, 1995.
Habitat - . . e  Sublette et al., 1990
Vulnerability A Forest Plan standards and guidelines) probably reasonably protective of habitats,
or when adhered to.
Modification
Confidence in Rank qu h or Medium or Low
8 Hybridizes with native longnose dace (Rhinichthys cataractae). Extirpated from many ¢  Bestegen and Platania. 1990.
Lite Histor historic sites, where longnose dace has persisted. Predation by and competition with ¢  Calamusso and Rinne, 1996.
and A non-natives (e.g., non-native trouts, northern pike) also appears important. Limited : gf‘gi?:rs]zol\j‘iggkﬁ;”iééggg'
Demographics information available about reproductive biology and basic biology/ecology, so e Koster, 1957. ’ '
confidence in this rating is moderate. e  Rinne and Platania, 1995.
. Sublette et al., 1990.
. Zuckerman, 1984.
. Zuckerman and Langlois, 1990.

Confidence in Rank High or Medium or Low

Evaluator(s):

/s/ Sue Swift-Miller, Rio Grande National Forest; sswiftmiller@fs.fed.us
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National Forests in the Rocky Mountain Region where species is KNOWN (K) or LIKELY (L) to occur:

Colorado NF/NG Kansas NF/NG Nebraska NF/NG South Dakota Wyoming NF/NG
NFE/NG
s 3 5 3 g > el > ol >
g = g 3 g 2 g 2 e
4 4 4
Arapaho-Roosevelt NF Cimmaron NG Samuel R.McKelvie NF Black Hills NF Shoshone NF
White River NF Halsey NF Buffalo Gap NG Bighorn NF
Routt NF Nebraska NF Ft. Pierre NG Black Hills NF
Grand Mesa, Ogalala NG Medicine Bow NF
Uncompahgre,
Gunnison NF
San Juan NF Thunder Basin NG
Rio Grande NF X
Pike-San Isabel NF
Comanche NG
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! Likely is defined as more likely to occur than not occur on the National Forest or Grassland. This generally can be thought of as having a 50% chance or greater of

appearing on NFS lands.

USDA-Forest Service R2 Sensitive Species Evaluation Form

Page 3 of 4



Calamusso, B. and J. N. Rinne. 1999. Native montane fishes of the Middle Rio Grande Ecosystem: Status, Threats and Conservation. Pp. 231-237 In: Finch, D. M., et
al. (Technical Coordinators), Rio Grande Ecosystems: Linking land, water, and people. Toward a sustainable future for the Middle Rio Grande basin. 1998 June 2-5,
Albuquerque, New Mexico. Proceedings RMRS-P-7. Ogden, Utah: U. S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Rocky Mountain Research Station. 254 pp.
Colorado Natural Heritage Program status ranks database.

Colorado Division of Wildlife (CDOW) Fisheries Inventories, Rio Grande river basin. 2000.

Cope, E. D. and H. C. Yarrow. 1875. Report upon the collections of fishes made in portions of Nevada, Utah, California, Colorado, New Mexico, and Arizona during
the years 1871-1874. Chapter 6. pp. 635-703 In: United States Army Engineers Dept. Report, in charge of George M. Wheeler Geog. And Geol. Of the Expl. And
Surveys west of 100" meridian, 5, 1-1021.

Cross, F. B. and W. L. Minckley. 1960. Five natural hybrid combinations in minnows (Cyprinidae). Univ. Kansas Publ. Mus. Nat. Hist., 13:1-18.

Jones, K. T. 1977. Archaeological test excavation of the Blanca Wildlife Refuge in the San Luis Valley, Colorado. Laboratory of Public Archaeology, Colorado State
University, Fort Collins, Colorado. 52 pp.

Jordan, D. S. 1891. Report of explorations in Colorado and Utah during the summer of 1889, with an account of the fishes found in each of the river basins examined.
Bulletin of the U. S. Fish Commission. 9:1-40.

Koster, W. J. 1957. Guide to the fishes of New Mexico. Univ. of New Mexico Press. Albuquerque.

Minckley, W. L., 1980. Gila Pandora, Rio Grande chub. In: Lee et al. (Eds.), Atlas of North American Freshwater Fishes. North Carolina State Museum of Natural
History, Raleigh.

New Mexico Department of Game and Fish, 1994. Endangered species of New Mexico—Biennial review and recommendations. Authority: New Mexico Wildlife
Conservation Act (NMSA 17-2-37, 1978).

New Mexico Natural Heritage Program. October 1997. New Mexico State ranks 10/97. Albuquerque, NM.

Platania, S. P. 1991. Fishes of the Rio Chama and upper Rio Grande, New Mexico, with preliminary comments on their longitudinal distribution. Southwestern
Naturalist 36(2): 186-193.

Rinne, J. N. and S. P. Platania. 1995. Fish fauna: In: Finch, D. M., and J. A. Tainter, eds. Ecology, diversity, and sustainability of the middle Rio Grande Basin. General
Technical report RM-GTR-268. United States Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Rocky Mountain Forest and Range Experiment Station, Fort Collins,
Colorado.

Sublette, J. E., M. D. Hatch, and M. Sublette. 1990. The fishes of New Mexico. University of New Mexico Press, Albuquerque.

Zuckerman, L. D. 1984. Rio Grande fishes management. Annual report, July 1983 to June 1984, to Colorado Division of Wildlife, Fort Collins, Colorado. 141 pp.

Zuckerman, L. D. and D. Langlois. 1990. Status of Rio Grande sucker and Rio Grande chub in Colorado. Final Report, Colorado Division of Wildlife. 44 pp.

USDA-Forest Service R2 Sensitive Species Evaluation Form Page 4 of 4



