
Chilton	Ranch	LLC	

Box	423,	17691	W.	Chilton	Ranch	Road	

Arivaca,	Arizona		85601	

520-398-9194	

To:			 James	K.	Heitholt,	Range	Program	Manager,	US	Forest	Service	

From:	Jim	and	Sue	Chilton	

Subject:	Comments	on	the	Coronado	National	Forest	Biological	Assessment	

Thank	you	for	the	applicant	status	right	to	comment	on	the	Biological	Assessment	for	the	
Coronado	National	Forest	Grazing	Program.		The	following	are	Jim	Chilton’s	and	Sue	Chilton’s	
comments	on	the	Biological	Assessment	(BA).		It	is	impossible	to	for	us	to	comment	on	every	
aspect	of	the	BA,	hence	we	respectfully	have	focused	on	only	three	portions	of	the	BA.	

Livestock	Grazing	Section	

We	have	attached,	for	your	review	the	Jerry	Holechek,	October	2018,	report	titled	Grazing	
Intensity	Assessments	on	the	Montana	and	Jarillas	Allotments	which	is	included	in	Exhibit	D.			

Holechek	 A	short	summary	of	the	two	grazing	allotments	as	of	October	18,	2018	
concludes	there	was	light	to	moderate	grazing	on	both	allotments.	Importantly	“over	the	last	
10	years	we	[Holechek]	believe	a	35%	%	increase	in	grazing	capacity	has	occurred	across	the	
Montana	Allotment	over	the	last	10	years.		This	is	attributed	to	a	successsional	shift	from	
shortgrasses	to	midgrasses	on	several	sites.”		Likewise,	“Over	the	last	10	years	we	[Holechek]	
believe	a	20%	increase	in	grazing	capacity	has	occurred	in	both	New	and	Fraguita	Pastures	
[Jarillas	Allotment]	due	to	replacement	of	shortgrasses	with	high	value	midgrasses	as	a	result	of	
natural	succession.”		

Obviously,	both	the	Montana	and	Jarillas	Allotments	have	improved	over	time.		As	a	
consequence,	the	Chiltons	are	proud	of	being	good	stewards	of	the	land	and	respectfully	
request	not	to	be	adversely	impacted	by	the	BA	or	a	future	United	States	Fish	and	Wildlife	
Service	Biological	Opinion	(BO).	

Stocking	rates	over	time	 The	BA	grazing	section	should	include	the	following	text	
which	represents	some	of	the	latest	best	science	and	the	Forest	Service	personnel	view	(Dave	
Stewart	and	Judith	Dyess):	



“Smith, Lamar, George Ruyle, Jim Maynard, Steve Barker, Walt Meyer, Dave Stewart, Stephen 
Williams, and Judith Dyess. 2005. Principles of obtaining and interpreting utilization data on 
Southwest rangelands. University of Arizona Cooperative Extension publication AZ1375. 12pp. 

Stocking rate studies are based on average stocking rate and the utilization over a period of 
years. Utilization in any given year may be substantially higher or lower under the same stocking 
level by pasture or allotment. As Holechek et al. (1999) describe in a review of stocking rate 
studies, “Desert forage plants can sustain about 40% use of annual herbage production. Use in 
the drought years approached 55-60% while use in the wet years was near 20-25%. 

Recommendations derived from grazing studies are averages resulting from such variability and 
are intended to be met over the long term and not on a year to year basis.” 

Holechek and Galt (2000) go on to say, “…attainment of specific use levels is nearly impossible 
on a year-to-year basis due to variation in climate. Instead, we believe they should be a target 
across 5-10-year time periods.” 

The Coronado Forest Service BA describes each grazing allotment in terms of watershed, acres, 
permitted numbers, utilization levels, grazing system and etc.  Two of our Forest Service 
Grazing Allotments are described in the Tumacacori EMA section of Exhibit A of the BA: 

Montana Allotment- 35% Growing Season & 45% Dormant Season        

  Jarillas Allotment- 35% Growing Season & 45% Dormant Season  

Our concern relates to the 35% use constraint during the growing season (for each of the 
aforementioned allotments). The aforementioned describes grazing use should be averaged over 
a five or ten-year period.  There is no mention of this important fact in the BA.  Since we graze 
summer growing season pastures every other year, the 35% use restriction results in an average 
of 17.5% over a five to ten-year period.  We need at the very least a 45% limitation during 
summer grazing season and would prefer a 55% restraint.  Obviously, 45% equals a ten-year 
average of 22.5 % while a 55% results in a 27% ten-year average use. 
 

Chiricahua Leopard Frog The Chiricahua Leopard Frog “requires perennial to near-perennial 
water sources to complete its life cycle.”  Neither the Montana Allotment nor the Jarillas 
Allotment has reliable perennial or near-perennial water except in rancher-maintained stock 
ponds constructed on the ranch allotments.  It is vitally important to the frog that man-made 
livestock ponds are, and continue to be, maintained by Forest Service Permit Holders who most 
often use their own funds or in some cases federal, state or local money to advance range 
management as well as provide wildlife habitat. 

The man-made livestock ponds or stock ponds were built initially for the purpose of providing 
water for livestock.  However, these water sources are recognized by the  Arizona Game and 
Fish Department as valuable, and in many cases, essential for Arizona wildlife habitat quality. 
We are more than willing to share stock ponds on the Montana and Jarillas Allotments with 
Chiricahua Leopard Frogs (CFL).  However, we find it fundamentally and morally wrong to 
include language in the Biological Assessment which could facilitate efforts to penalize us as 
Permit Holders for providing water to a species that would not be otherwise present.  



Bull frogs, which were introduced to Arizona by the Arizona Game and Fish Department 
decades ago, have eaten and nearly caused the extinction of the native CLF.  Livestock grazing 
and/or man-made stock ponds are not the cause of the near extinction of the Chiricahua Leopard 
Frog.  In fact, if it were not for man-made habitat providing reliable year-round water, the frog 
would probably be extinct. 

It is counter-productive and offensive to us for the BA to state that “As populations of CLF 
expand, it will be important for the CNF to consider a spatial strategy where livestock access can 
be limited or excluded …” This whole concept is inimical to our decades-long effort to provide 
water to wildlife as well as to our livestock.  In contrast to the implied threat in the previous 
quote, it would be much appreciated if the wording reflected respect for our efforts and a spirit of 
collaboration with ranchers whose water developments saved these frogs in the first place.  It is 
not appropriate for the “rescued party” to be used to attack its rescuers. 

The Arizona Game and Fish Department, the U.S Fish and Wildlife Service and the Forest 
Service together with ranchers have had tremendous success in management of this formerly 
nearly-extinct frog species as illustrated in the BA and under the existing Biological Opinion.  
Continued recovery success, including project design or implementation of additional recovery 
efforts should not be borne by grazing Permit Holders.  On the contrary, wording should reflect 
and advance the continued cooperation of ranchers in the success of the recovery. 

Sonora chub The attached is “A case Study of Forest Service Direction Abuse and ESA 
Requirement Malfeasance” relating to warm water fish and the Sonora Chub.  The Study has 
been prepared for us and is an integral part of our comments (Together with Exhibits A through 
F)  

 

Exhibits 

Exhibit	A-Sonora	Chub	–A	Case	Study	of	Forest	Service	Direction	Abuse	and	ESA	
Malfeasance	

Exhibit	B	Publications—Citations	to	Publications	Showing	Benefits	of	Controlled	Grazing	
and	Selected	Publications	Relating	to	Riparian	Habitat,	Native	Fishes	and	Political	
Ecology	

	

Exhibit	C-Redrock—Redrock	Pasture	(Kunde	Allotment)	Proposed	Action	

Exhibit	D-Fish	Habitat---Mechanism	by	Which	Native	Fish	Habitat	is	Converted	to	Non-
native	Habitat	In	the	Absence	of	Cattle	Grazing	and	In	The	Presence	of	Non-Native	Fish	

Exhibit	D-Holechek---Grazing	Intensity	Assessments	on	the	Montana	and	Jarillas	
Allotments	



Exhibit	E-Dry	California	Gulch---Ten	Photos	of	California	Dry	Gulch	and	a	letter	proving	
California	Gulch	had	no	water	on	July	21,	2010	

Exhibit	F-	Holechek---Impacts	of	Controlled	Grazing	Versus	Grazing	Exclusion	on	
Rangeland	Ecosystems:	What	we	have	Learned	

 


