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Dated:August20, 1993.
Richard N. Smith,
ActingDirector.
[FR Doc. 93—23160Filed 9—22—93; 8:45 am]
8UJNG CODE 4310-55-P

~NiOi8-A575

Endangered and Threatened Wildlife
and Plants; Determination of
Endangered Status for the Plant Plma
Pineapple Cactus (Coryphantha
Scheerl var. Robustlspina)
AGENCY: Fish andWildlife Service,
Interior.
ACTiON: Final rule.

SUMMARY: TheFish andWildlife Service
(Service)determinesCoryphantha
.scheerivar, robustispina(Pima
pineapplecactus)to be anendangered
speciesundertheauthorityof the
EndangeredSpeciesAct of 1973(Act),
asamended.The Serviceproposedthe
speciesfor listing asendangeredon
April 20, 1992.This speciesis known
from PirnaandSantaCruzCounties,
southernArizona, andnorthernSonora,
Mexico. Threatsto thespeciesinclude
illegal collection,habitatdegradation
dueto recreation,historicalandpresent
overuseof thehabitatby livestock,and
habitatlossdueto mining,agriculture,
roadconstruction,urbanization,and
rangemanagementpracticesto increase
livestockforage.This actionwill
implementFederalprotectionprovided
by theAct for Pimapineapplecactus.
Critical habitatis not beingdesignated.
EFFECTiVE DATE: October25, 1993,
ADDRESSES: Thecompletefile for this
rule is availablefor inspection,by
appointment,duringnormalbusiness
hoursat theArizonaEcologicalServices
Office, U.S. Fish andWildlife Service,
3616WestThomasRoad,suite 6,
Phoenix,Arizona85019.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATiON CONTACT: Sue
Rutman,attheaboveaddress
(Telephone602/379—4720).

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Background

ThePimapineapplecactusis an
attractivehemisphericalplant, the
adultsmeasuring10—46 cm(4—18 in.)
tall and7.5—18 cm(3—7 in.) in diameter.
Eachspineclusterhasonestrong,
usuallyhookedcentralspineand6—15
straightradialspines(Benson1982;
EcosphereEnvironmentalServices,Inc.
(EES)1992).Thespinesareverystout,
usuallystrawcolored,butbecome
almostblackwith age(EES1992).Plants
canbesingle-stemmed,multi-headed,or

canappearin clustersformedwhen
seedsgerminateatthebaseof amother
plant or whenatubercleof themother
plant roots.Thesilky yellow (rarely
white) flowersappearin earlyJuly with
theonsetof summerrains,and
floweringcontinuesuntil August (EES
1992).The fruits aregreen,ellipsoid,
succulent,andsweet.Mills (1991)
observedthatthefruits disappear
rapidly from theplant,but others(EES
1992, Benson1982)notethatthefruits
maybeseenon theplantsat anytime
of theyearbecausetheyoftenbecome
trappedin thespines.Mills (1991)
believestheplantshaveshort life spans,
andpollination, fruit set, andseedset
areall normal.

Coryphantha scheerivar. robustispina
wasfirst collectedin 1856by Mr. A.
Schott,who foundtheplantsgrowing in
agrasslandonthesouthside of the
BaboquivariMountains,Sonora,
Mexico.Theseplantswereoriginally
namedMarnmillaria robustispina
(Engelmann1856), andsubsequently
underwentseveralnamechanges
(Kuntze1891,Britton andRose1963,
Marshall1953).Lyman Benson(1969)
publishedthemostrecentrevision,
whichsplit Coxyphanthascheeriinto
threevarieties,includingvariety
robustispina.

ThePimapineapplecactusgrowsin
alluvial basinsoron hillsidesin semi-
desertgrasslandandSonorandesert-
scrubin southernArizonaandnorthern
Mexico. Soils rangefrom shallowto
deep,andsilty to rocky,with a
preferencefor silty to gravellydeep
alluvial soils (EES 1992).This cactus
occursmostcommonlyin openareason
flat ridgetopsor areaswith lessthan 10—
15 percentslope(Mills 1991,EES1992).
Thespeciesis not commonor abundant
within its habitat,but is sparsely
distributedwherefound. Dominant
plant speciesvarybutincludeAcacia
constricta(white-thomacacia),Larrea
tridentata(creosotebush),Prosopis
velutina(velvet mesquite),Ambrosia
deltoidea(triangle-leafbursage),
Gutierreziamicrocephala (thread
snakeweed),Opuntiafulgida (chain
fruit cholla), Isocomatenuisecta,
Eragrostislehmanniana(Lehman’s
lovegrass),andvariousothercactiand
grasses(Mills 1991,EES 1992).

ThePimapineapplecactusis found
from 700—1,400m (2,300—4,500ft)
elevation(EES 1992)in PimaandSanta
CruzCounties,southernArizona, and
northernSonora,Mexico (Benson1982,
Phillips 1981).Therangeextendseast
from theBaboquiveriMountainsto the
westernfoothills of theSantaRita
Mountains.Thenorthernmostboundary
is nearTucson.Surveysconductedby
theU.S. Bureauof Reclamation(BR)

verifiedthenorthern,western,and
easterntangeboundaries(EES1992).
Thesouthernboundaryof therangeis
lesswell understood,butis believedto
extendsouthwardarelatively short
distanceinto Sonora,Mexico.

The numberof hectaresor square
kilometersof potentialhabitatis
difficult to estimatebecauseof the
species’habitatrequirementsandthe
topographiccomplexitywithin its
range.Therangeof Pimapineapple
cactusextendsapproximately72 km (45
mi) eastto westand80 km (50mi) north
to south.Within this rangethereare
largeareasof unsuitablehabitat.For
example,Pimapineapplecactusdoes
not occurin mountainousareas
includingtheSierrita,Baboquivari,
SantaRita, Quinlan,Coyote,Atascesa,
Pajarito,CerroColorado,SanLuis, and
Tumacacorimountains.On asmaller
scale,thespeciesoccupieshabitatsthat
arerelativelyflat andsparsely
vegetated.Therefore,in rolling hilly
habitats,thespecieshasbeenfound
only on flat hilltops andnot slopesor
drainagesseparatingthehilltops. The
speciesis not foundin riparianareas
suchastheSantaCruz Rivervalleyor
theSonoitaCreekdrainageof Arizona.

It is difficult to estimatepopulation
densityaccuratelybecausethePima
pineapplecactusis difficult to find in
thefield (Mills 1991).Minimum density
estimatesfor areasneartheSierrita
Mountainsof Arizonarangefrom alow
of 0.12plants/hectare(0.05 plants/acre)
to ahigh of 0.54plants/hectare(0.22
plants/acre)(Mills 1991).

Little is knownaboutthefire ecology
of thePimapineapplecactus.Studiesof
theresponseof succulentsto fire have
shownthat smallcactihavehigh
mortality rateswhendirectly exposedto
high temperaturesfrom fires (Thomas
1991,ThomasandGoodson1991).
Studieshavealsoshownthatmortality
doesnotnecessarilyoccurimmediately
afterthefire butmaybedelayedfor a
year or morewhile theplant continues
to surviveusingstorednutrients
(Thomas1991).NineteenPima
pineapplecactiburnedin 1991 survived
oneyearin areasthathadexperienced
firesof varyingheatintensity (D.
Robinett,Soil ConservationService
(SCS), in Iitt. 1992). TheBuenosAires
NationalWildlife Refuge(BANWR)
conductscontrolledburningof
introducedgrassesto facilitaterecovery
efforts of theendangeredmasked
bobwhitequail (Colinusvirginianus
ridgwayi). To protectthePima
pineapplecactusoccurringin these
sameareas,theBANWR surveysthe
entireareaproposedfor controlled
burningfor thecactus.TheBANWR will
minimize anyadverseeffectsof the
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controlledburn to thecactiby reducing
thefuel loadin theimmediatevicinity
of anyPimapineapplecactusplant
locatedduringthesurveyprocess.The
BANWR plansto collectinformation
aboutthesurvivorshipof thePima
pineapplecactusin controlledburnson
therefugeto helpfill currentdatagaps.
SomePima pineapplecactusburnedon
therefugeduring1992 controlledburns
werestill alive a few monthslater
(Tolley 1992). Scientiflc datawill help
guidefuturemanagementdecisions
regardingcontrolledburnsandthe
recoveryof thePimapineapplecactus
ecosystem.

Grasslandsburnedwith some
frequencybeforeEuropeansettlement
(Satireig9~.Speciesthatevolvedin
ecosystemswith frequentfire have
odaptationsthatallowpopulationsto
perpetuateafter fire. TheFishand
Wildlife Service(Service)presumesthe
Fimapineapplecactus,aresidentof
fire-adaptedsemi-desertgrasslands,has
evolvedwith fire, but it is unknown
whatcircumstancesandstrategiesallow
thespeciesto survivefire. Several
scientists(D. Gohmert,SCS,in litt.
1992; WarrenandMcLaughlin 1992; S.
McLaughlin,ArizonaStateUniversity,
in lftt. 1992)havesuggestedthatthe
direct effectsof Ereareavoidedby the
species’occurrencein openinicrosites,
foundwithin coarse-gained,patchy
habitatsof nativegrasslands.The
introduction of Lehman’slovegrasshas
convertedsomeofthecoarse-gained,
patchyhabitatsof nativegrasslandsinto
a finer-rained,lesspatchyhabitat.The
latterhabitatprovidesfewersitesfor the
Fimapineapplecactusto avoidand
survivefire.

Federalgovernmentactionson this
speciesbeganwith section12 of theAct
(16U.S.C. 1531 etseq.)whichdirected
theSecretaryof theSmithsonian
Institution to prepareareporton those
plantsconsideredto beendangered,
threatened,orextinct.This report,
designatedasHousedocumentNo. 94—
51, waspresentedto Congresson
January9, 1975. OnJuly 1, 1975,the
Servicepublishedanotice(40 FR
27823)that formally acceptedtine
Smithsonianreportasapetitionwithin
thecontextof section4(c)(2), now
section4(b)(3)(A), of theAct andof its
intention therebyto reviewthestatusof
thoseplants.Coiyphanthescheerivar.
robustispinawasincludedas
“threatened”in the July 1. 1975,
petition.

OnDecember15, 1980, the Service
publishedarevisedNoticeof Reviewfor
NativePlants in the Federal Register(45
FR 82480);Corypho.nthascheerivar.
robustispinawasincludedin thatnotice
asa CategoryI candidatespecies.

CategoryI speciesarethosefor which
theServicepresentlyhassufficient
information to support the
determinationthat listing the speciesas
threatenedorendangeredisbiologically
appropriate,but precludedby listing
actionsof higher priority. Both Notices
of Reviewfor Native Plantspublished
sincethe 1980version,the1985notice
(50FR 39526)andthe 1990notice(55
FR 6184),includedCorypha.nthascheeri
var. robustispinain Category1.

Section4(b)(3)(B)of the Act, requires
theSecretaryto makecertainfindings
on pendingpetitions within 12 months
of their receipt.Section2(b)(1)ofthe
1982 amendmentsto theAct further
requiresthatall petitionspendingon
October13, 1982,be treatedashaving
beennewlysubmittedon thatdate.
Becausethe 1975Smithsonianreport
wasacceptedasapetition, all of the
taxacontainedtherein,including
Coryphanthascheerivar, robustispina,
were treatedasbeingnewly petitioned
on October 13, 1982. In eachyearfrom
1983through1991,theServicefound
thatCor1phantha scheerivar.
robustispinastill merited categoryI
candidate statusand that additional
dataon vulnerabilityandthreatswere
still beinggathered.This final rule
constitutesthefinal finding for the
petitionedaction.

Summaryof Commentsand
Recommendations

In the April 20, 1992, proposedrule
(57 FR 14374),all interestedparties
wererequestedto submitfactualreports
or information that might contribute to
the developmentof a final rule.
Appropriatestateagencies,county
governments,Federalagencies,
scientific organizations,andother
interestedparties were contactedand
requestedto comment.Newspaper
noticeswerepublished in theArizona
Daily Starandthe Tucson Citizen on
May 11, 1992, inviting generalpublic
comment.Four commentletterswere
receivedandarediscussedbelow.
Commentswere submitted by two
Federal agencies,oneprivate
organization,andone individual. Two
commentorssupportedtheproposal
althoughoneof thesecommentors
recommendedthatadditionalsurveying
be doneprior to or concurrentwith
listing, onecommentopposedthe
proposal,andonecommentprovided
information, but took no position on the
proposal.

Commentsreceivedduring the
commentperiodare coveredin the
following summary. Commentsof a
similar natureor point aregroupedinto
a numberof generalissues.These

issues,andtheService’sresponseto
each,arediscussedbelow.

Issue1:ThëPitnapineappiecactus
doesnot needtheprotectionof theAct
becausetheArizonaNativePlantLaw
providessufficientprotection.

Resaonse:TheArizonaNativePlant
Law extendssomeprotectionto
Arizona’s nativeplants,but doesnot
protectthespeciesin itsecosystem(see
FactorD of’ ‘Summaryof Factors
Affecting theSpecies”).Habitat
occupiedby speciesprotectedunderthe
NativePlant Law can be destroyedby
privatelandownersandFederaland
stategovernmentagenciesif they
provideadvancenoticeto theArizona
Departmentof Agriculture (ADA).
Federaliisting will provideadditional
protectionto thespeciesthroughsection
7 of theAct, which requiresFederal
agenciesto ccnsultwith theService
whenanyactionauthorized,funded,or
carriedout by anagencymayaffecta
listedspecies.TheAct will alsooffer
protectionagainstillegal intematioronl
andinterstatecommercenot provided
by theArizona NativePlantLaw.

Issue2: Additional surveysare
recommendedto furtherunderstandthe
rangeanddistribution ofthis species.

Response:Although all potential
habitatfor thePimapineapplecactus
hasnot beensurveyed,theService
believesthattherangeof this speciesis
sufficientlydefined,andtheabundance,
distribution,andthreatssufficiently
understoodto determinethat listing this
speciesis warranted.In additionto the
originalstatus report(Phillips et al.
1981)andtheecologicalinformation
providedby Mills (1991), therehave
been manysurveysthroughouttherange
of this speciesthatwere done for
Federalprojectclearances(e.g.,
Reichenbacher1984; C. Raming,SWCA
EnvironmentalConsultants,in litt. 1992;
F.W. Reichenbacher& Associates1985
and 1988).Portionsof theSanXavier
District of theTohono O’odharnIndian
Reservationhave beenthoroughly
surveyed(F.W.Reichenbacher&
Associates1985; D. Laush,BR,pers.
comm.1992)andthespecieshasbeen
locatedthere. All localities known to
theServiceareenteredin theHeritage
Data Base,housedattheArizonaGame
andFishDepartment,Phoenix.

After the proposedrule to list the
Pimapineapple cactuswaspublished,
BR fundedastudy to definetherange
of this speciesfEES1992).Surveyors
targetedspecificareasin Pimaand
SantaCruz Counties,Arizona, to
determinethe northern, eastern,and
westernboundaries of the species’
range. Extensivesurveysidentified
theseboundarieswith accuracy.
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The westernboundaryof therange
wasof particularinterestto theService
andto commentorsbecauseits location
wasuncertain.Severalbotanistshad
speculatedthe rangeof thespecies
extendedwest onto theTohono
O’odhamReser~’ationwherehistoric
specimenshadbeentakenfrom the
southernpartof theBaboquivari
Mountains.TheBureauof IndianAffairs
(BIA) (CharlesSullivan,BIA, Papago
Agency,pers.comm.1992)andtheSCS
reportedthespecieshasbeenseenon
thewesternslopesof theBaboquivari
MountainsCD. Gobmert,in litt. 1992).
During thesummerandfall of 1992,
EES (1992)surveyedsomeareason the
westernslopesof theBaboquivari
Mountainsanddid not find the species.
The BIA later confirmed(Sullivan,pars.
comm.1992)their Pimapineapple
cactussitingshadbeen
misidentifications.In summary,
currentlyavailableinformation doesnot
includeverified locationsof thePirna
pineapplecactuson thewesternslopes
of theBaboquiv.iriMountains.However,
theServiceagreesadditionalsurveys
shouldbe consideredasarecovery
actionfor thespecies.

Issue3. The proposedrulediscusses
thepotentialnegativeeffectsof
livestockgrazing,but somecommentors
believelivestockgrazingmaybenefitthe
Pimapineapplecactusby increasingthe
amountof habitatanddecreasingthe
fire danger.

Response:Pasturesusedby livestock
will nave a lower probability of carrying
awildfire or controlledburnbecauseof
insufficientor discontinuous
distributionof fine fuels.The
assumptionthat adecreasedfire
frequencyor not burningat all benefits
thePimapineapplecactusandits
ecosystempresumesthat fire is
detrimentalto thespeciesand
ecosystem.The Servicehasno datato
supportthis assumption.Scientific
experimentationwill needto be
performedbeforeselectingoneor more
managementstrategiesthatwill benefit
theecosystem.

Issue4: Theintroductionof Lehman’s
lovegrassdid not adverselyalterthe
habitatbecauseit wasoriginally a
grassland,burned frequently, and
probablydid not havethePima
pineapplecactus.

Response:ThePima pineapplecactus
couldhaveoccurredin native
grasslandsexperiencingfrequentfiresif,
aspreviouslymentioned,it grewin
openmicrositesthatescapedthedirect
eifectsof thefire. It is believedthe
establishmentof Lthman’slovegrass
convertedpatchy, coarse-grainednative
grasslandsinto monotypicstandswith
almost no structuraldiversity CD.

Gohmert,SCS, in Iitt. 1992;Warrenand
McLaughlin 1992; S. McLaughlin,
ArizonaStateUniversity, in lilt. 1992).
Fire functionsdifferentlyin thetwo
typesof grasslands.Plantspeciessuch
asthePimapineapplecactusthat
evolvedin fire-influencedecosystems
may have developedmechanismsfor
surviving fires that would not be
effectivewhereLehman’slovegrass
standshavereplacednativegrasses.
Ecosystemmanagementfor the Pima
pineapplecactusmayentailmanaging
for nativegrassesratherthan ecosystems
dominatedby Lehman’slovegrassor
other non-native plants.

Summaryof FactorsAffecting the
Species

After thorough review and
consideration of all information
available,the Servicehas determined
that Coryphanthascheerivar.
robustispinashouldbeclassifiedasan
endangeredspecies.Proceduresfound
at section4(a)(1)of theAct and
regulations(50 GFRpart424)
promulgatedto implementthelisting
provisionsof theActwere followed. A
speciesmaybe determinedto bean
endangeredor threatened spadesdue to
oneor more of thefive factorsdescribed
in section4(a)(1).Thesefactorsand
their applicationto Coxyphanthascheeri
(Kuntze)L. Benson var. robustispina
(Schott)L. Benson(Pimapineapple
cactus)are as follows:

A. The Presentor Threatened
Destruction, Modification, or
Curtailment of Its Habitat or Range

Construction associatedwith a
rapidly growing humanpopulation is
occurringthroughouttherangeof the
speciesandis the most significantcause
of habitat loss andfragmentation.
Perhaps75 percentof therangeof the
speciesis affectedby this threat. Tucson
is a majorcity at thenorthernboundary
of thespecies’range,GreenValley is a
large community m the centerof the
range,andNogales.Arizona, occurs
nearthesouthernpartof its range.
Additional developmentwithLi and
betweenthedenselypopulatedareasis
occurringeveryyear.Homebuilding,
commercialdevelopment,road
constructionandmaintenance,and
utility corridor constructionaresomeof
the activitiesthat have causedand
continue to causehabitat lossand
fragmentation.Habitatloss due to these
factorswill likely accelerateasthearea
becomesanimportanttradecorridor
betweenMexicoandthe United States.

Mining hasalsoresultedin the lossof
hundredsof acresof potential habitat
throughout therangeof this species.
Onecopper mine andrelated facilities

nearGreenValley coverthousandsof
acresof formerly potent~a1habitat.
Whenthis mine wasexpandedin the
early1980’s,botanistsfamiliar with this
speciesnotedthatmanyplantswere lost
becausethey were not salvagedor were
salvagedbutnot usedfor conservation
purposes.Although the mine nearGreen
Valley is by farthe largestmine, many
othersmallminesoccurthroughoutthe
rangeof this species.Actions associated
with mineralextraction,suchas
constructingroads, tailings piles,and
settling or leachingponds, can also
contributeto habitatloss. Habitatloss
dueto mining and associatedactivities
is expectedto continue or increase
throughouttherangeof this species.

Theentireundevelopedpartof the
rangeof this speciesis usedfor
livestockgrazing,asit has beenfor over
a century.Severeovergrazingduringthe
mid- to late1800’s(Bahre1991)and
somecontinuinglivestockgrazing
practicesmayhavesignificantly altered
the ecosystem.Someeffectsof
overgrazinginclude:Erosion;changesin
hydrologyandmicroclimate;invasionof
weedyexoticplant species;shiftsin
density,relativeabundance,andvigor
of nativespecies;andincreasesin
woodyperennials.Overgrazingin some
areascontinuestoday. Somemodern
rangemanagementpractices,suchas
imprinting, chaining,ripping, and
seedingof exoticgrasses,have
contributed to the modification or loss
of habitat andlorloss of plants.Mills
(Tucson,Arizona,pars.comm.1991)
has seendamageto Pirnapineapple
cactithatmayhavebeencausedby
livestock trampling. At theturn of the
century,hay wasmechanically
harvestedfrom the SantaRita
Experimental Rangeto provide livestock
feedin Tucson.The mechanical
harvestingmay haveadverselyaffected
Pima pineapplecactusandits habitat.

Habitatfor thePimapineapplecactus
may have occurredin severalareas
along the Santa Cruz River southof
Tucson that are now undercultivation.
Habitat for thePimapineapplecactusis
foundin thevicinity of iheseorchards
and fields.

Theintroductionof non-native
specieshasmodifiedmanysouthern
Arizonaecosystems.Up to 75 percentof
Pima pineapplecactushabitathasbeen
significantly alteredby the introduction
of Lehman’slovegrass,an aggressive
exoticintroducedto providecattle
forageandsoil stabilization.Lehman’s
lovegrassoutcompetesnativegrasses,
andmonotypicstandsof it cover large
areasof mid-elevation southern
Arizona. The lack of structuraland
native speciesdiversityandcompetition
for light andnutrientsin thenon-native
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-‘ grasslandhabitatsmayhaveadversely
affectedthePimapineapplecactus.
Schismus barbatus(Mediterranean
grass)is anothersuccessfulexoticgrass
commonin Sonorandesert-scrub!
grasslandtransition habitats.Dense
standsof Mediterraneangrassin desert-
scrubhabitatscontributedense,fine
fuelsthatarereadily flammableand
carry fires in fire-intoleranthabitat.
Lehman’slovegrassandMediterranean
grassaretwo of manynon-native
speciesthatmayhavenegatively
affectedthenaturalecosystem.The
introduction of othernon-nativeplant
speciesto thesouthwesternUnited
Statesis continuing.These
introductionscarrywith them the
potentialfor additionalnegative
impacts.

Off-roadvehicleuseis not currently
considereda seriousproblemto the
species,but doescontributeto habitat
loss anddegradationin localizedareas
within the species’range.

B. Overutiiizationfor Commercial,
Recreational,Scientific,or Educational
Purposes

Illegal collectionhasbeen
documentedon num~’ousoccasions
throughouttherangeof this species.On
oneoccasion,surveysfor thePima
pineapplecactuswereconductedand
plantlocationsmapped.Ona
subsequentvisit, botanistsdiscovered
that plantsweremissingfrom mapped
locationsandonly holesin theground
remained.In anotherincident, surveys
for thespecieswereconductedfor a
roadprolectnearTucson.Severalplants
weretakenaftersurveyorsleft thesite.
Again, holesindicatedtheplantswere
removed.An inspectorfor theADA
photographedamarkedplant west of
Tucsonbeforeit wasremoved(W.
Kendall,ADA, in litt. 1990). The Service
hasreceivedotherreportsof plant
collectingthatarelessverifiable than
thethreeincidentsreportedabove.
Someof theseincidentsindicate
collectorsarespecificallyinterestedin
Coryphanthascheerivar. robustispina,
while at othertimesit appearsthe
collectorsarejust takingall cactiin a
generalarea.Hobbyistsandcommercial
collectorsarethetwo groupsmost likely
to collectthis species.

C. DiseaseandPredation

Someplantsappearedto be damaged
by the larvalstageof Phycitidaesp., a
lepidopteran (Phillips at a]. 1981).The
effects of this damageon population
stability areunknown.

D. TheInadequacyof Existing
RegulatoryMechanisms

TheArizonaNativePlantLaw
protectsCoryphanthascheerivar.
robustispinaas a “Highly Safeguarded
Species.”To legally collect this cactus
on public or privatelandsin Arizona, a
collectormustobtain apermit from the
ADA. Permitsmaybe issuedfor
scientificandeducationalpurposes
only. However,privatelandownersand
FederalandStatepublic agenciesmay
clear landanddestroyhabitatafter
giving ADA sufficientnoticeto allow for
plant salvage.Despitetheprotectionsof
theArizona NativePlantLaw, illegal
collectingcontinuesto occur.
Enforcementis difficult dueto the
relativelylargerangeof this species,the
remotenatureof someof its habitat,and
therelativelyfew law enforcement
agentsavailableto coverthis area.
EndangeredSpeciesAct protectionmay
presenta deterrentto illegal collectors
andwould increasethenumberof
agentshaving enforcementauthority.

E. OtherNaturalor ManmadeFactors
AffectingIts ContinuedExistence

TheServiceis not awareof anyother
factorsaffectingthis species.

The Servicehascarefullyassessedthe
bestscientificandcommercial
information available regarding the past.
present.andfuturethreatsfacedby this
speciesin determiningto makethis rule
final. Basedon this evaluation,the
preferredactionis to list Coryphantha
scheerivar.robustispinuasendangered.
With habitatloss anddegradation
continuing,thespecieswarrants
protection under the Act. Endangered
status seemsappropriate becauseof the
amountof habitatalreadylost, the
acceleratinghabitatlossand
degradation due to the rapidly growing
humanpopulationwithin therangeof
this plant,andthecurrentinadequacy
of legalprotectionaffordedthe species.
Critical habitatis notbeingdesignated
for thereasonsdiscussedbelow.

Critical Habitat

Section4(a)(3)of theAct requires,to
themaximumextentprudentand
determinable,thattheSecretary
designatecritical habitatatthe time a
speciesis determinedto be endangered
or threatened.Pursuantto 50 CFR
424.12(a)(1),a designationof critical
habitatis not prudentwhenoneorboth
of thefollowing situationsexist: (i) The
speciesis threatenedby taking or other
humanactivity, andidentificationof
critical habitatcanbeexpectedto
increasethedegreeof suchthreatto the
species,or (ii) Suchdesignationof
critical habitat would not be beneficial

to the species.The Servicefinds that
designationof critical habitat is not
presentlyprudent-fO~this species.As
discussedunderFactorB in the
“Summaryof FactorsAffecting the
Species”sectionof this rule,
Coryphanthascheerivar.robustispina is
threatenedby taking,an activity
difficult to preventandonly regulated
by the Act with respectto plantsin
casesof: (1) Removalandreductionto
possessionof listedplantsfrom lands
underFederaljurisdiction, or their
maliciousdamageor destructionon
suchlands;and(2) removal,cutting.
diggingup, or damagingor destravingin
knowingviolation of any stE.te law or
regulation,including statecri~ninal
trespasslaw. Suchprovisionsare
difficult to enforce,andpublicationof
critical habitatdescriptionsandmaps
would makeCoryphanthascheerivar.
robustispinamorevulnerableand
increaseenforcementproblems.
PertinentFederal,state,andlocal
governmentagencieswerenotifiedof
theproposedlisting of this species.
Otherinterestedpartieswerenotified
eitherby mail or by public noticein
local newspapers.Protectionof this
species’habitatwill be addressed
throughtherecoveryprocessand
throughthesection7 jeopardystandard.
Therefore,theServicehasdetermined
that it is not prudentto determine
critical habitatfor Coryphanthascheei-i
var. robustispina.

Available Conservation Measures
Conservationmeasuresprovidedto

specieslistedas endangeredor
threatenedundertheAct include
recognition,identificationand
implementationof recoveryactions,
requirementsfor Federalprotection,and
prohibitionsagainstcertainpractices.
Recognitionthroughlisting encourages
andresultsin conservationactionsby
Federal,state,andprivateagencies,
groups,andindividuals. TheAct
providesfor possibleland acquisition
andcooperationwith thestatesand
authorizesrecoveryplansfor all listed
species.The protectionrequiredof
Federal agenciesandtheprohibitions
againstcertainactivities involving listed
plants arediscussed,in part,below.

Section7(a) of theAct, as amended,
requiresFederalagenciesto evaluate
their actionswith respectto anyspecies
that is proposedor listedasendangered
or threatenedandwith respectto its
critical habitatif anyis being
designated.Regulationsimplementing
this interagencycooperationprovision
of theActarecodified at 50 CFR part
402. Section7(a)(2) requires Federal
agenciesto ensurethatactivities they
authorize,fund,or carryout arenot
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likely to jeopardizethecontinued
existenceof alisted speciesor to
destroyor adverselymodify its critical
habitat.If aFederalactionmay affecta
listedspeciesor its critical habitat,the
responsibleFederalagencymustenter
into formalconsultationwith the
Service.

This speciesoccurson Federal lands
managedby theBureauof Land
Management,Safford District; U.S.
ForestService,CoronadoNational
Forest;FishandWildlife Service,
BuenosAires NationalWildlife Refuge;
andpossiblywithin proposedproject
areasof theBureauof Reclamation.
Federalactivities on theselandsthat
couldimpact Coryphanthascheerivar.
robustispinainclude,but arenot limited
to, proposedwaterstorageprojects,
livestockgrazingandrangemanagement
practices,roadandutility corridor
constniction,mining permitsand
mitigation, controlledbums,and
recreationplanning.

TheAct andits implementing
regulationsfound at50 CFR 17.61,
17.62,and17.63 set forth a seriesof
generalprohibitionsandexceptionsthat
applyto all endangeredplants.All
prohibitionsofsection9(a)(2)of theAct,
implementedby 50 Q~R17.61,apply.
Theseprohibitions,in part,makeit
illegal for anypersonsubjectto the
jurisdiction of the United Statesto
import or export, transportin interstate
or foreign commercein the courseofa
commercialactivity, sell oroffer for sale
this speciesin interstateor foreign
commerce,or to removeandreduceto
possessionthespeciesfrom areasunder
Federaljurisdiction. In addition, for
endangeredplants,the 1988
amendments(Pub. L. 100—478)to the
Act prohibit themaliciousdamageor

destructionon Federal lands andthe
removal,cutting,diggingup, or
damagingor destroying of endangered
plantsin knowingviolation of anystate
law or regulation,includingstate
criminaltrespasslaw. Certain
exceptionsapplyto agentsofthe
Serviceandstateconservationagencies.
TheActand50 CFR17.62 and17.63
alsoprovidefor theissuanceofpermits
to carryout otherwiseprohibited
activities involving endangeredspecies
undercertaincircumstances.

It is anticipatedthat few tradepermits
wouldeverbesoughtor issuedbecause
thespeciesis notcommonin cultivation
or in thewild. Requestsfor copiesof the
regulationson listedplantsand
inquiries regardingprohibitions and
permits may beaddressedto the Office
of ManagementAuthority, U.S. Fishand
Wildlife Service,4401 NorthFairfax
Drive, room420C,Arlington, Virginia
22203(Telephone703/358—2104,FAX
703/358—2281).

On July 1, 1975, Coryphanthascheeri
var. robustispinawas includedin
AppendixII of the Conventionon
InternationalTradein Endangered
Speciesof Wild Fauna andFlora
(CiTES).The effectof this action is that
a permit for exportis required from the
countryof origin. Commercialtradeis
allowedbut only afterthe country of
exporthasdetermined it will not harm
thewild populations.International
movementof this speciesis minimal.

National EnvironmentalPolicy Act
The Fish andWildlife Servicehas

determinedthat anEnvironmental
Assessment,as defined under the
authorityof theNational Environmental
Policy Act of 1969,neednot be
preparedin connectionwith regulations

adoptedpursuantto section4(a) of the
EndangeredSpeciesActof 1973,as
amended.A ~foticeoutlining the
Service’s reasonsfor this determination
waspublishedin theFederalRegister
on October 25, 1983 (48 FR 49244).

ReferencesCited

A completelist of all referencescited
herein,aswell as others,is available
uponrequestfromtheArizona
EcologicalServicesOffice (See
ADDRESSES section).

Author

Theprimaryauthorof this final rule

is SueRutman(SeeADDRESSES).
List of Subjects in 50 CFRPart 17

Endangeredandthreatenedspecies,
Exports,Imports,Reportingand
recordkeepingrequirements,and
Transportation.

RegulationPromulgation

Accordingly, part17, subchapterB of
chapter I, title 50 of the Codeof Federal
Regulations,Is amendedas set forth
below:

PART 17—[AMENDED]

1. The authority citation for part17
continuesto read as follows:

Authority 16 U.S.C.1361—1407;16 U.S.C.
1531—1544; 16 U.S.C 4201—4245;Pub. L, 99—
625,100 Stat.3500,unlessotherwisenoted.

2. Amend§17.12(h)by addingthe
following, in alphabeticalorderunder
Cactaceae,to the List of Endangeredand
ThreatenedPlantsto readasfollows:

§17.12 Endangeredandthreatenedplants.
* * * a *

Species
Historic range Status When listed ~itat

s~i~
~IesScientific name Commonname

Cactaceae—Cactusfamily

Coryphantha schee,~var. Pimapineapplecactus U.S.A. (AZ); Mexico (So- E 515 NA NA
robustispina. flora).
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Dated:August12, 1993.
RichardN. Smith,
ActingDirector, Fish andWildlifeService.
IFR Doc. 93—23161Filed9—22—93; 8:45 am~
BILLING CODE 4310-55-P

50 CFR Part 17
RIN 1018-AB82

Endangered and Threatened Wildlife
and Plants; Listing of the Snake River
SpringlSummer Chinook Salmon and
the Snake River Fall Chinook Salmon
as Threatened Species

AGENCY: Fish and Wildlife Service,
Interior.
AC11ON: Final rule.

SUMMARY: TheServiceis addingthe
SnakeRiver spring/summerchinook
salmon (Oncorhynchustsha~4.ytscho)
andtheSnakeRiverfall chinooksalmon
to theList of Endangeredand
ThreatenedWildlife. This measure,
requiredby theEndangeredSpeciesAct
of 1973 (Act), reflectsa determination of
threatenedstatusfor both species,as
definedundertheAct, by theNational
MarineFisheriesService,whichhas
jurisdiction for the SnakeRiver spring/
summerchinooksalmonandtheSnake
Riverfall chinooksalmon.This rule
implementsFederalprotectionprovided
by theAct for theseSnakeRiverspecies.
EFFECTiVE DATE: September23, 1993,
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Ms.
JainieRappaportClark, Chief, Division
of EndangeredSpecies,U.S. Fishand
Wildlife Service,4401N. FairfaxDrive,
Mail Stop452,Arlington, Virginia
22203(703/358—2171).

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Under the
EndangeredSpeciesAct (16 U.S.C.1531
et seq.),and in accordancewith
ReorganizationPlanNo. 4 of 1970, the
National MarineFisheriesServices
(NMFS),National Oceanicand
Atmospheric Administration,
Departmentof Commerce,is responsible
for the chinook salmon. Under section
4(a)(2)of the Act, NMFS must decide
whetheraspeciesunderits jurisdiction
should be classifiedas endangeredor
threatened.TheFishandWildlife
Service(FWS) is responsiblefor the
actualaddition of aspeciesto the List
of Endangeredand Threatened Wildlife
in 50 CFR 17.11(h).

NMFS published its determination of
threatenedstatusfor the Snake River
spring/summer chinook salmonandthe
SnakeRiver fall chinook salmonon
April 22, 1992 (57FR 14653—14663).
Accordingly, theFWSis addingthe
SnakeRiver spring/summer chinook
salmonandSnakeRiver fall chinook
salmonas threatenedspeciesto the List
ofEndangeredandThreatenedWildlife.
Becausethis actionof the FWSis
nondiscretionary,andin view of the
public commentperiodprovidedby
NMFS on the proposedlisting (June27,
1991; 56 FR29542and29547),the FWS
finds that goodcauseexiststo omit the
noticeandpublic commentprocedures
of 5 U.S.C. 553(b)andto makethis
actioneffectiveupon publication of this
document.

National Environmental Policy Act
The Fish andWildlife Servicehas

determinedthatanEnvironmental
Assessment,as defined under the
authorityof theNationalEnvironmental

Policy Act of 1969,neednot be
preparedin connectionwith regulations
adoptedpursuantto section4(a) of the
EndangeredSpeciesAct of 1973, as
amended.A noticeoutliningthe
Service’sreasonsfor this determination
waspublishedin theFederalRegister
on October25, 1983 (48FR 49244).

List of Subjects in 50 CFRPart 17

Endangered andthreatenedspecies,
Export, Import.Reportingand
recordkeepingrequirements,and
Transportation.

Regulation Promulgation

Accordingly, part17, subchapterB of
chapterI, title 50 of theCodeof Federal
Regulations.is amendedassetforth
below:

PART 17—fAMENDED]

1. The authority citation for part 17
continuesto readasfollows:

Authority: 16U.S.C. 1361—1407;16 U.S.C.
1531—1544;16U.S.C.4201—4245;Pub. L. 99—
625,100 Stat. 3500,unlessotherwisenoted.

2. Section17.11(h) is amendedby
removingtheentry for “Salmon,
chinook”, underFISHES,in theList of
EndangeredandThreatenedWildlife
andaddingthefollowing in alphabetical
order to read as follows:

§17.11 Endangered and threatened
wl~diIf..
* * * * *

Species
Historic Vertebratepopulationwhereen~range dangeredor threatened Status Whenlisted Critical habi-tat

Special
rulesCommonname Scientific name

Fishes:

Salmon,chinook Oncothyrichus North Pacthc
tsha~ytscha. Basin from

U.S.A. (CA) to
Japan.

Do do do

SacramentoR. (U.S.A.: CA) win- I
terrun, whereverfound.

Snake R. (U.S.A.: ID, OR, WA) T
(mainstem and the following
eubbasins: Tucannon R.,
Grande RondeR., ImnahaR.,
and Salmon R.) spring/summer
run, natural population(s),
whereverfound.

383E,407 226.21 227.21

516 NA 227.21
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