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Livestock grazing limits beaver restoration in northern
New Mexico
Brian A. Small1,2, Jennifer K. Frey1,3, Charlotte C. Gard4

The North American beaver (Castor canadensis) builds dams that pond water on streams, which provide crucial ecological
services to aquatic and riparian ecosystems and enhance biodiversity. Consequently, there is increasing interest in restoring
beavers to locations where they historically occurred, particularly in the arid western United States. However, despite
often intensive efforts to reintroduce beavers into areas where they were severely reduced in numbers or eliminated due
to overharvesting in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, beavers remain sparse or missing from many stream reaches.
Reasons for this failure have not been well studied. Our goal was to evaluate certain biotic factors that may limit the occurrence
of dam-building beavers in northern New Mexico, including competitors and availability of summer and winter forage. We
compared these factors at primary active dams and at control sites located in stream reaches that were physically suitable for
dam-building beavers but where none occurred. Beaver dams mostly occurred at sites that were not grazed or where there
was some alternative grazing management, but were mostly absent at sites within Forest Service cattle allotments. Results
indicated that cattle grazing influenced the relation between vegetation variables and beaver presence. The availability of
willows (Salix spp.) was the most important plant variable for the presence of beaver dams. We conclude that grazing by cattle
as currently practiced on Forest Service allotments disrupts the beaver-willow mutualism, rendering stream reaches unsuitable
for dam-building beavers. We recommend that beaver restoration will require changes to current livestock management
practices.
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Implications for Practice

• Dam-building beavers mostly occurred where no livestock
grazing was allowed and were rare on Forest Service
allotments grazed by cattle.

• Restoration of beavers will require managing livestock
grazing in ways that will promote abundant willows.

• On severely degraded or entrenched streams, restoration
of riparian habitats and beavers may require additional
efforts, such as planting suitable vegetation and installing
structures that can help reconnect streams with their flood-
plains.

Introduction

Riparian corridors serve as “keystone” habitats in arid and semi-
arid landscapes and they are one of the most productive habitat
types in the western United States (Patten 1998; Stromberg et al.
2013). It is estimated that 90% of the original riparian habi-
tat in New Mexico and Arizona has been destroyed or severely
degraded (Ohmart & Anderson 1986). In addition, studies have
predicted that increases in global temperatures will cause an
increase in the intensity of winter flood events and increases
in the duration and severity of drought conditions, particularly
in the western United States (Seager et al. 2007; Dominguez
et al. 2012). Consequently, there is heightened need for meth-
ods that will restore riparian habitats and associated aquatic

environments, and that will contribute to the resilience of these
systems in the face of a changing climate, particularly with
respect to water conservation.

Castor canadensis (North American beaver; hereafter
beaver) historically occurred in nearly all perennial streams
throughout the American Southwest (Weber 1971; Findley et al.
1975). In small- to medium-sized streams beavers construct
dams that pond water, which provides concealment cover from
predators (Müller-Schwarze & Sun 2003). Beaver dams have
far-reaching ecological effects due to factors such as storage
of precipitation and seasonal runoff, decrease in stream flow
velocity, which results in a decrease of bank erosion, and an
increase in nutrient cycling rate (Gurnell 1998; Rosell et al.
2005; Andersen et al. 2011; Pollock et al. 2014). Beavers are
also considered a keystone species because their dams cause
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an increase in biodiversity, particularly riparian and aquatic
obligates (Naiman et al. 1993; Rosell et al. 2005; Stoffyn-Egli
& Willison 2011).

During the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, beavers
were intensively harvested for their pelts, resulting in severely
reduced populations and extirpation from many streams (Albert
& Trimble 2000; Baker & Hill 2003; Fouty 2003; Carrillo et al.
2009). Although laws have since been enacted to protect beavers
from overharvesting and there were intensive efforts to rein-
troduce populations during the mid 1900s, beaver populations
remain low in many regions of the arid west and they have not
reoccupied many smaller order streams where they historically
occurred (Huey 1956; Baker & Hill 2003). For instance, though
historical and current beaver populations are difficult to esti-
mate, it has been estimated that the current beaver population
in New Mexico is one sixth the size of the historical popu-
lation with many stream reaches still unoccupied (Wild 2011;
WildEarth Guardians 2013). Reasons why beavers have not
recolonized historically occupied streams in the American West
have not been well studied. Presumably, this relates to some
aspect of habitat quality, given that successful beaver restora-
tions supplemented vegetation or targeted areas with abundant
vegetation (e.g. Apple et al. 1985; Albert & Trimble 2000;
Pollock et al. 2015). Most studies on habitat requirements of
beavers have been conducted in ecoregions with different habi-
tat types than found in the arid west (Baker & Hill 2003). There
is increasing interest in restoring populations of dam-building
beavers in the western United States because of their positive
effects on aquatic and riparian habitats (Keller 2014; Pollock
et al. 2014, 2015) and as a means to mitigate impacts of cli-
mate change on stream systems and aquatic resources (Hood &
Bayley 2008a; Bird et al. 2011; Wild 2011; Pollock et al. 2015).

The ability of beavers to build and maintain dams on a
stream reach is limited by physical aspects of the reach. Stream
flow must be great enough to allow for ponded deep water
year-round, but also low enough that dams are not frequently or
seriously breached by floods (Macfarlane et al. in press). Thus,
prior studies have found that stream gradient, stream order, and
bank or valley slope are related to occurrence of beaver dams
(Slough & Sadleir 1977; Howard & Larson 1985; Suzuki &
McComb 1988; McComb et al. 1990; Barnes & Mallik 1997).
The thresholds for these variables are not expected to vary
geographically and are difficult or impossible for managers to
manipulate.

In contrast, biological factors such as vegetation that influ-
ence occurrence of beavers are more easily controlled by
management. Beavers are central place foragers and “choosy
generalist” herbivores that rely on a few key plant species
(Allen 1983; Müller-Schwarze & Sun 2003). Thus, beavers
require a suitable plant association in close proximity to the
pond, which is used for both food and material to build dams.
Herbaceous vegetation constitutes a major portion of beavers’
summer diet whereas certain woody species constitute a major
portion of their winter diet (Svendsen 1980; Müller-Schwarze
& Sun 2003). If suitable herbaceous food plants are limited,
then woody species also can become a significant portion
of the summer diet (Müller-Schwarze & Sun 2003). Woody

species most commonly browsed by beavers in western North
America include willows (Salix spp.), cottonwoods (Populus
spp.), quaking aspen (Populus tremuloides), and alders (Alnus
spp.) (Jenkins 1975; Allen 1983; Barnes & Mallik 1996).

Another biological factor that may limit the presence of
beaver is competition for shared forage species by other
browsers (Brookshire et al. 2002; Hood & Bayley 2008b).
Ungulate browsing can cause the loss of willows and sub-
sequently beaver from a stream reach. This is true for both
livestock and native ungulates such as elk (Cervus elaphus),
especially when natural predators are missing from ecosystems
(Baker et al. 2005; Ripple & Beschta 2012).

Our goal was to identify biotic factors that limit the occur-
rence of dam-building beavers in northern New Mexico in order
to provide guidance to land managers on how they can estab-
lish or enhance riparian conditions that will support beavers.
Our specific objectives were to determine vegetation required
by beaver for summer forage (herbaceous vegetation) and winter
forage (select woody species), and to determine the influence of
livestock and native ungulates on riparian vegetation and beaver
occurrence. We hypothesized that occurrence of dam-building
beavers would be associated with certain herbaceous plants,
deciduous shrubs and trees, and grazing by livestock and elk.

Methods

Study Site Selection

Our study area was located in north-central New Mexico on
lands managed by Carson and Santa Fe National Forests.
This region is in the Southern Rocky Mountains. Elevations
range from 1,700 to 4,000 m elevation and the Köppen–Geiger
climate classification is mostly temperate continental in the
mountains and cold semiarid in the surrounding lowlands (Peel
et al. 2007). This area was selected because it is public land, and
it has the highest density of perennial streams and known active
beaver dams in New Mexico (Fig. S1, Supporting Information).
However, after we collected data at all known active beaver
dams within the study area, we included additional dams on
nearby lands managed by the Bureau of Land Management and
private land owners in order to increase the sample size. Field
data were collected 15 May to 15 August 2013.

We categorized sites as present (i.e. site had an actively
maintained primary dam) or absent (i.e. stream reach had
physical characteristics to support construction of a beaver dam
but none currently occurred). We identified the primary dam by
the presence of a lodge or bank den. We determined occupancy
of a site by the presence of fresh plant cuttings, fresh mud on
the dam, or fresh beaver slides entering and exiting the water.
Because the home range of a beaver colony typically occupies
1.0 km or less of stream length (Aleksiuk 1968), we spaced sites
no closer than 1.0 km from another site on the same stream,
which prevented selection of multiple dams created by one
colony as separate sites. Henceforth, we refer to active primary
dams as beaver dams.

We used geographic information system (GIS) to identify
stream reaches that were suitable for dam construction by
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beavers based on physical characteristics of the stream, includ-
ing the presence of perennial water, stream order less than 5,
and stream gradient less than 10% (Allen 1983; Beier & Bar-
rett 1987; Suzuki & McComb 1988; McComb et al. 1990).
Although beavers prefer lower stream gradients for building
dams (e.g. ≤4%; Pollock et al. 2004), we sampled stream gradi-
ents of 0–10% to avoid excluding any potential habitat. These
data were obtained from the National Hydrologic Dataset Plus
v.2 database (http://www.horizon-systems.com/nhdplus/). We
selected absence sites from within the same biotic community
as presence sites, but regardless of grazing policy, based on the
national land cover data (v. 2) from the National Gap Analysis
Program (http://gapanalysis.usgs.gov/gaplandcover/). Within a
stream reach with suitable physical characteristics for dam con-
struction, we located the absence site at the downstream end
of the lowest gradient region in order to maintain consistency
and because beavers preferentially build dam on the lowest gra-
dient reaches. We collected data at 29 beaver dams and at 28
sites where physical conditions were suitable for construction
of beaver dams, but beaver dams were absent.

Field Data Collection

Plots. At each site we established a pair of 200 m primary
transects that paralleled the stream (one on either side) and
positioned 0.5 m inland from the greenline (i.e. the first vegeta-
tion growing next to the water). The dam (or absence site) was
located midway along the primary transects. At 40 m increments
along the primary transects, we established 80 m secondary tran-
sects that extended perpendicular from the primary transect into
the uplands. We measured vegetation in 1.5× 1.5 m–plots along
these transects. Plots were located every 20 m along the pri-
mary transects to sample the shoreline vegetation. Prior studies
have shown that most foraging by beavers occurs within 30 m
of water’s edge, with 100 m being a typical extreme distance
(Allen 1983). Thus, we located plots on the secondary transects
5, 10, 20, and 80 m away from the primary transect. Each site
had a total of 68 plots.

Availability of Summer Forage. We considered summer
forage for beavers to consist primarily of herbaceous vegetation
and leaves and twigs of riparian shrubs (Jenkins 1975, 1979).
Beavers also utilize aquatic vegetation for food (Svendsen
1980), but we did not measure this aspect. To estimate the
availability of summer forage, we established a 20× 150 cm
Daubenmire frame (Daubenmire 1959) within each plot to
measure ground cover of plant groups. The Daubenmire
frame was viewed from a 1 m height to estimate cover. Plant
groups included sedge (Carex spp.), rush (Juncus spp.), forb,
grass, cattail (Typha spp.), field horsetail (Equisetum arvense),
rose (Rosa spp.), redosier dogwood (Cornus sericea), willow
(Salix spp.), quaking aspen (Populus tremuloides), cottonwood
(Populus spp.), alder (Alnus spp.), juniper (Juniperus spp.),
oak (Quercus spp.), bare ground, gravel/rock, and an “other”
category consisting of ground cover such as woody debris,
leaf litter, moss, and fecal piles. Cover classes were 0–5,
5–25, 25–50, 50–75, 75–95, and 95–100%. In addition, we

measured two variables that might summarize summer forage
availability, vertical cover, which is an estimate of the height
of herbaceous vegetation (Robel et al. 1970) and soil moisture,
which promotes growth of riparian plants. Vertical cover was
measured with a Robel pole placed at the center of every frame
and viewed from 1 m height and 4 m distance in two random
directions (Robel et al. 1970). Soil moisture was measured
within each frame using a soil moisture meter (Lincoln Irriga-
tion Inc., Lincoln, NE, U.S.A.) inserted into the ground circa
115 cm, and ranged from 0 (dry) to 10 (saturated).

Availability of Winter Forage. We considered winter forage
for beavers to consist primarily of small diameter (<5 cm)
stems of woody plants that are selected by beavers dispro-
portionately more than available (Barnes & Mallik 1996).
We identified, counted, and measured the diameter of all
woody plant stems (both cut and uncut by beaver) within each
plot. We measured the diameter of stems 0.5 m aboveground
level, which approximates the height of a foraging beaver (i.e.
diameter-at-beaver-height; dbh), or at the tip of the ungnawed
portion of the stump if it was less than 0.5 m in height.

Competitors. At our study sites, the potential herbivorous
competitors of beavers included several species of native ungu-
lates (deer [Odocoileus spp.], elk [Cervus elaphus]) and live-
stock (cattle, horse, sheep, American bison [Bison bison]; Lucas
et al. 2004; Baker et al. 2005). We measured use of sites by
ungulates using two methods. First, because livestock grazing
is an anthropogenic factor that can occur independent of habi-
tat characteristics, we categorized each site by livestock grazing
policy: (1) grazing was not allowed (i.e. no grazing), (2) graz-
ing by cattle was allowed and occurred via a permit within a
Forest Service grazing allotment with no special provisions (i.e.
Forest Service cattle allotment), or (3) grazing by livestock was
allowed but was by species other than cattle (horse or bison),
occurred on private land, or occurred on Forest Service land
but under special treatment such as a riparian pasture or during
short-term (i.e. 5 days) walk-through trailing (i.e. other grazing).
Thus, we interpreted sites where grazing was allowed to reflect
the potential for relatively long-term use of sites by livestock,
regardless of recent unauthorized use by livestock or use by
native ungulates. We obtained information on the grazing policy
for each site from the land management agency or owner after
all field data were collected. Second, we identified and counted
all ungulate fecal piles within 1 m of secondary transects (Lan-
cia et al. 2005) and interpreted these data as representative of
the intensity of recent use by ungulates, regardless of livestock
grazing policy. Fecal pile counts represent an index of relative
use of an area by a given species, but counts are not directly com-
parable among species due to variation in detection, defecation
and decomposition rates. Fecal pile counts can be influenced by
observer, observation distance, vegetation characteristics, and
other factors (Jenkins & Manly 2008). However, we considered
our counts to have low observational bias because two observers
made the counts and we only counted fecal piles in very close
proximity (<1 m) to the transect line (Jenkins & Manly 2008).
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Statistical Analysis

Analyses were performed using SAS 9.4 (SAS Institute, Cary,
NC, U.S.A.) and Minitab 17 (Minitab Inc., State College, PA,
U.S.A.). A change in field data collection methods resulted
in missing data for four summer forage availability variables
(percent cover of willow, alder, cottonwood, and aspen) at five
sites; we imputed the missing data using linear regression.
We calculated riparian width, which was tested as a poten-
tial confounder, by identifying the presence of hydrophilic
species (e.g. sedge, rush, willow) in all plots on secondary
transects; distances of these plots from the primary transect
were averaged for the site. We used the midpoints of the
cover classes to determine percent cover of plant groups for
each plot. We averaged across all plots within each site to
obtain site-level variables for analysis, except for fecal counts,
which were averaged across all secondary transects, and live-
stock grazing policy, which was categorical. We tested data
for normality with Kolmogorov–Smirnov tests. We tested
variables for differences between presence and absence sites
using two-tailed t-tests for normally distributed variables and
Mann–Whitney U-tests for non-normally distributed variables
(Table S1).

Grazing by livestock and native ungulates can have a strong
influence on the composition and structure of riparian vegeta-
tion (Kauffman et al. 1983; Singer et al. 1994; Brookshire et al.
2002; Holland et al. 2005; Batchelor et al. 2014). Consequently,
we explicitly considered competitor variables as potential con-
founders on the relations between plant variables and presence
or absence of beaver dams. Confounding occurs when the
relation between the plant variable and presence or absence of
a beaver dam is distorted by a third variable (i.e. a competitor)
that is associated with both the plant variable and the pres-
ence or absence of a beaver dam. We evaluated the extent of
confounding by grazing policy on each vegetation variable by
calculating the percent change in the odds ratio of the crude
relation and the odds ratio of the adjusted relation when con-
trolled for grazing policy (Rosner 2000); we considered a 10%
change to indicate significant confounding (Greenland 1989).

We developed logistic regression models to predict presence
or absence of beaver dams based on each of the biotic driver
categories (i.e. competitors, summer forage availability, winter
forage availability). For developing the competitor and summer
forage availability models, the initial pool of variables included
those that were significant at p less than or equal to 0.20 in
the univariate tests. Because we had data on stems that were
both cut and uncut by beavers, for the winter forage availability
model, we used a different process to narrow the suite of vari-
ables to only species that were selected by beavers. Using data
only from presence sites, we calculated diet selection using a
standardized resource selection index B, which is a probability
ranging from 0 to 1 that a food item will be selected if all types
are equally available (Manly et al. 2002): for each of the 21
available woody plant species, B =

(
u
a

)
∕Σ

(
u
a

)
, where u is the

proportion of cut stems and a is the proportion of cut plus uncut
stems. Selection for or against a plant is indicated by a value of
B greater or less than 0.048 respectively (i.e. 1/n where n= 21,

the number of available small diameter woody plant species;
Manly et al. 2002).

Our modeling followed the “purposeful selection” approach
of Bursac et al. (2008). Purposeful selection allows for variables
known to be biologically important to be tested during model
development, that otherwise would be removed from consid-
eration due to statistical insignificance (Bursac et al. 2008).
Although multimodel inference and information theory have
become a favored approach in the analysis of ecological data
(Burnham & Anderson 2002), we considered purposeful selec-
tion a superior method for these analyses because it allowed
us to identify and incorporate variables that had a confounding
effect on statistically significant variables. This permitted
explicit inclusion of the most influential competitor variables
as potential confounders within the vegetation models. First,
a logistic regression model was created that used the initial
pool of variables (plus potential competitor confounders) for
each biotic driver category. The variable with the highest p was
removed and a new model constructed based on the remaining
variables. We evaluated significance at p greater than or equal
to 0.10 due to small sample sizes and large variation inherent
to natural communities. Thus, variables were removed in this
way until no variables remained with p greater than or equal to
0.10. During this process of variable removal, we tested each
removed variable to determine if it was a confounder on the
remaining variables. Bursac et al. (2008) recommended identi-
fying a variable as a confounder if, when the variable of interest
was removed, the beta coefficient of any of the remaining
variables in the model changed by more than 15–20%. We used
a more stringent criterion, requiring a 25% or greater change
in the beta coefficient; this assured we identified only the most
strongly confounding variables. Variables found to be con-
founders were retained. Secondly, variables that did not make
the initial pool of variables (i.e. p greater than or equal to 0.20
in univariate tests for the summer forage availability and com-
petitors models; woody species unused or avoided by beaver
for the winter food availability model) were included in the
model one at a time in order to determine if the variable became
significant (p< 0.10) in the presence of the other variables.
Any variables identified as significant were retained and the
iterative process was repeated for the variables added. Lastly, a
final global model was created using the same iterative process
of purposeful selection, but utilizing the final variables in each
of the biotic driver models as the initial pool of variables. We
tested select interactions with livestock grazing policy in the
final global model including percent ground cover by grasses,
forbs, and willows, and number of willow stems in the regen-
eration size class (dbh< 5 cm). Due to the potential for issues
with multicollinearity, we required that all variables in final
models have a variance inflation factor≤ 2.5 (Allison 1999).

Results

The final model of competitors contained only livestock graz-
ing policy (Table 1). Odds of an active beaver dam at sites with
no grazing was 37.3 (90% CI [8.76, 159.11]) times the odds at
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Table 1. Coefficients of determination, beta coefficients, odds ratios, and p-values for the biotic driver models and the final global models at sites with an
active beaver dam present (n= 29) or absent (n = 28). aNon-significant variables in univariate testing: elk (Cervus elaphus), deer (Odocoileus spp.), American
bison (Bison bison), horse (Equus caballus). bSignificant variables removed during multivariable testing: bare ground/rock, percent rush (Juncus spp.), percent
cattail (Typha spp.; non estimable), percent oak (Quercus spp.; non-estimable), percent cottonwood (Populus spp.), percent redosier dogwood (Cornus sericea;
non-estimable), mean vertical cover, soil moisture, riparian width. cNon-significant variables in univariate testing: percent field horsetail (Equisetum arvense),
percent juniper (Juniperus), percent sedge (Carex spp.), percent grass, percent forb, percent rose (Rosa spp.), percent alder (Alnus spp.), percent quaking aspen
(Populus tremuloides). dRiparian width was tested as a potential confounder. eSignificant variable removed during multivariable testing: redosier dogwood
(non-estimable). fCanopy cover and riparian width were tested as potential confounders; juniper stems and oak stems were tested for significance in the final
winter forage model. gNE indicates a non-estimable value (>999.99) due to the narrow range of sampling. hRetained as a confounder on other grazing policy.

Model r2
Beta

Coefficient
Standardized

Beta Coefficient Odds Ratio
90% Confidence

Interval p Value

Competitora 0.384
Grazing policy <0.001

Forest service cattle allotment Referent — — — —
Other grazing 2.86 — 17.50 4.29–71.41 0.001
No grazing 3.62 — 37.33 8.76–159.11 <0.001

Competitor (without livestock grazing policy) 0.173
Cattle fecal piles −0.25 −0.605 0.78 0.67–0.91 0.007

Summer forageb,c,d 0.421
Percent willow (Salix spp.) ground cover 0.76 0.570 2.13 0.97–4.68 0.114
Grazing policy 0.004

Forest service cattle allotment Referent — — — —
Other grazing 2.53 — 12.62 2.95–53.94 0.004
No grazing 2.77 — 15.91 3.23–78.28 0.004

Winter foragee,f (=global model A) 0.614
Willow stems 1.12 2.866 3.07 1.45–6.47 0.014
Alder (Alnus spp.) stems 3.02 0.951 20.43 2.20–190.11 0.026
Quaking aspen (Populus tremuloides) stems 8.78 1.365 NEg 12.77–NE 0.021
Cottonwood (Populus spp.) stems 5.64 1.460 282.27 3.20–NE 0.038
Boxelder (Acer negundo) stems 5.15 0.390 172.57 0.07–NE 0.277h

Grazing policy 0.032
Forest service cattle allotment Referent — — — —
Other grazing 5.67 — 291.18 8.23–NE 0.009
No grazing 1.13 — 3.10 0.16–59.79 0.530

Global model B 0.526
Percent willow (Salix spp.) ground cover 1.07 0.810 2.93 1.19–7.22 0.050
Alder (Alnus spp.) stems 2.12 0.668 8.33 1.52–45.77 0.041
Quaking aspen (Populus tremuloides) stems 4.18 0.650 65.50 1.62–NE 0.063
Cottonwood (Populus spp.) stems 2.50 0.646 12.17 1.27–116.42 0.069
Grazing policy 0.011

Forest service cattle allotment Referent — — — —
Other grazing 3.64 — 37.96 4.79–300.71 0.004
No grazing 3.69 — 39.89 3.78–421.34 0.010

sites in Forest Service cattle allotments and the odds of an active
beaver dam at sites in other grazing was 17.5 (90% CI [4.29,
71.41]) times the odds at sites in Forest Service cattle allotments.
In order to determine which species of competitors were most
influential, we fit a second model that excluded livestock graz-
ing policy. This model contained only cattle (Table 1). The odds
of an active beaver dam decreased by 22% (odds ratio= 0.78,
90% CI [0.67, 0.91]) for each increase of 1 in the mean num-
ber of cattle fecal piles on transects. Thirteen of 27 variables
were significantly different (p≤ 0.1) among sites that differed by
livestock grazing policy (Table S2), such that sites where live-
stock grazing was allowed, particularly within Forest Service
cattle allotments, often resembled upland communities (Fig. 1).
In addition, livestock grazing policy had a confounding effect
on 15 out of 23 estimable variables (Table S3). Consequently,

livestock grazing policy was tested within the summer and win-
ter forage availability models.

The summer forage availability model reduced to one that
contained only livestock grazing policy. However, the penulti-
mate model, which also contained percent ground cover by wil-
low (p= 0.114) had a lower deviance (47.78 versus 61.41) and
hence was selected as the final summer forage model (Table 1).
The odds of an active beaver dam increased by 113% (odds
ratio= 2.13, 90% CI [0.97, 4.68]) with every 1% increase in
mean willow ground cover per plot (Table 1).

Beavers selectively cut stems from six species of woody
plants, including willows, alders, quaking aspen, cottonwoods,
boxelder, and redosier dogwood (Table 2). The final model
for winter forage availability contained livestock grazing pol-
icy and all of these plants except redosier dogwood, which
could not be modeled because it did not occur at Forest Service
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Figure 1. Photo of a reach of the Rio de las Vacas (English translation:
River of Cows), Sandoval County, NM, U.S.A., where livestock grazing is
allowed and beaver dams are absent (top); photo of a reach of the Rio
Grande del Rancho, Taos County, NM, U.S.A., where livestock grazing is
not allowed and beaver dams are present (bottom).

cattle allotment sites (Table 1). The standardized beta coeffi-
cients indicate that willow was the strongest contributor to this
model (Table 1). The odds of an active beaver dam increased
207% (odds ratio= 3.07, 90% CI [1.45, 6.47]) for every one
stem increase in mean willow per 1.5 m2 plot and increased

1,943% (odds ratio= 20.43, 90% CI [2.20, 190.11]) for every
one stem increase in mean alder per 1.5 m2 plot; odds ratios
for quaking aspen, cottonwood, and boxelder were high but had
non-estimable confidence intervals (Table 1).

Due to a strong correlation (rs = 0.846) between willow
stems and percent willow ground cover, we developed two
separate global models that each deleted one of these variables
from the final pool of variables derived from the final biotic
driver models. When percent willow ground cover was deleted,
the final global model (A) was the same as the winter forage
model. When willow stems was deleted, the final global model
(B) contained livestock grazing policy, percent willow ground
cover, and stems of alder, quaking aspen, and cottonwood. The
odds of an active beaver dam increased 193% (odds ratio= 2.93,
90% CI [1.19, 7.22]) for every 1% increase in mean willow
ground cover per plot, increased 733% (odds ratio= 8.33, 90%
CI [1.52, 45.77) for every one stem increase in mean alder per
1.5 m2 plot, and increased 1,117% (odds ratio= 12.17, 90% CI
[1.27, 116.42) for every one stem increase in mean cottonwood
per 1.5 m2 plot; the odds ratio for quaking aspen was high but
the confidence interval was not estimable (Table 1). Willow was
the strongest contributor to this model. However, the winter
forage model (r2 = 0.614) provided a stronger fit of the data
compared to global model B (r2 = 0.526) and hence was the
overall best model.

Discussion

The sparse occurrence of beaver dams found during our study
was in stark contrast to the widespread historical distribution
and abundance of beavers along most perennial streams in New
Mexico (Bailey 1931; Weber 1971; Findley et al. 1975). Our
spatial model predicted 3,021 km (1,813 miles) of streams on
federal public lands in New Mexico with potentially physically
suitable characteristics for the construction of beaver dams.
However, although we undoubtedly overlooked some beaver
dams, we found only 38 active primary beaver dams occurring
on public lands in the entire state of New Mexico. Given that
on average a single beaver colony occupies 1 km of stream

Table 2. Availability (a), utilization (u), and standardized resource selection index (B) for small diameter (<5 cm) woody plant species used as winter forage
at sites with an active beaver dam (n= 29). aSelection for or against a plant is indicated by a value of B greater or less than 0.048, respectively. bSpecies not
used by beavers: juniper (Juniperus spp.), pine (Pinus spp.), spruce (Picea spp.), fir (Abies spp.), Rocky Mountain maple (Acer glabrum), mulefat (Baccharis
salicifolia), snowberry (Symphoricarpos oreophilus), Russian olive (Elaeagnus angustifolia), New Mexico locust (Robinia neomexicana), chokecherry (Prunus
spp.), rose (Rosa spp.), gooseberry (Ribes spp.), and elm (Ulmus spp.).

Plant Species
Proportion

Available (a)
Proportion
Utilized (u)

Standardized
Resource

Selection Index (B)a

Selection
Relative to

All Speciesb

Cottonwood (Populus spp.) 0.037 0.054 0.209 Positive
Alder (Alnus spp.) 0.069 0.085 0.179 Positive
Willow (Salix spp.) 0.711 0.820 0.166 Positive
Boxelder (Acer negundo) 0.006 0.006 0.132 Positive
Quaking aspen (Populus tremuloides) 0.013 0.012 0.131 Positive
Redosier dogwood (Cornus sericea) 0.019 0.015 0.114 Positive
Big sagebrush (Artemisi tridentata) 0.007 0.003 0.053 Neutral
Oak (Quercus spp.) 0.035 0.004 0.017 Avoid
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(Aleksiuk 1968), the estimated colony density of dam-building
beavers was 0.01 per km of physically suitable stream reaches
on public lands in New Mexico. Another recent study also
found beavers to be absent from many streams predicted to
be suitable in New Mexico (WildEarth Guardians 2013). In
contrast, reported colony densities on streams in other areas of
North America range from 0.63 to 1.90 per km (Pollock et al.
2015). Our results suggest that the widespread absence of beaver
in our study area was due to the widespread absence of adequate
riparian vegetation and that the absence of adequate riparian
vegetation was associated with livestock grazing, particularly
as typically occurs on Forest Service cattle allotments.

In our study, beavers selected several species of deciduous
woody plants, including alders, boxelder, cottonwoods, quaking
aspen, willows, and redoiser dogwood. Other studies also have
regarded these species, especially trees in the genus Populus
(i.e. cottonwoods and quaking aspen), as preferred forage for
beavers, and these are some of the few deciduous species that
occur in the arid west (Pollock et al. 2015). However, we found
willows to be the most important plant for occurrence of beaver
dams in our study. In contrast, other studies often identify other
species of deciduous shrubs and trees as more important to
beavers than willows (e.g. Müller-Schwarze & Sun 2003). For
instance, in eastern North America where there is relatively
high diversity of deciduous trees and shrubs, beavers selectively
forage on a wide range of other deciduous species, typically
preferentially to willows (Fryxell & Doucet 1993; Doucet et al.
1994; Gallant et al. 2004). In those systems, high woody plant
diversity may buffer competition between beavers and ungulates
for overlapping resources (Hood & Bayley 2008b). In contrast,
in the arid west there are fewer species of deciduous trees
and shrubs, which places relatively greater pressure on the few
species present. Although other species might be preferred more
than willows, we attribute the overriding importance of willows
in our study to the relative scarcity of other species in our
study area. For instance, willows represented 71.1% of available
woody stems found at dam sites, whereas alders, boxelder,
cottonwoods, aspen, and dogwood accounted for less than 15%
of available woody stems combined.

In western North America and other locations, beavers and
willows exhibit a mutualism wherein beavers are benefitted via
the food and building material provided by willows whereas
willows benefit from beavers via the increase in wetland area
created by dams, vigorous resprouting stimulated by beaver for-
aging, and reproduction of limbs cut by beavers (e.g. Kindschy
1989; Peinetti et al. 2009). However, browsing on willows by
livestock or native ungulates can disrupt this mutualism by caus-
ing a decrease in willow biomass and thus a decrease in the suit-
ability of an area for beavers (Kindschy 1989; Singer et al. 1994;
Brookshire et al. 2002; Baker et al. 2005, 2012). Studies in
national parks where livestock are not allowed found that elk are
capable of disrupting the beaver-willow mutualism (Baker et al.
2005, 2012; Ripple & Beschta 2012). In contrast, in our study
elk fecal piles were not an important predictor of beaver dam
occurrence, and they were not highly correlated with any vege-
tation variable. In Yellowstone National Park, it was not until
gray wolves (Canis lupus) were restored that woody species

such as willow, aspen, and cottonwood showed an increase in
growth rate and height (Ripple & Beschta 2012). Baker et al.
(2012) found that in a simulated montane willow ecosystem
within Rocky Mountain National Park, beavers persisted indefi-
nitely when elk density was less than or equal to 20 elk per km2

and persistence decreased exponentially as elk density increased
beyond 30 elk per km2. In contrast, the north-central elk herd in
New Mexico has an estimated mean density of 2.2-2.3 elk per
km2 (N.A. Quintana 2015, New Mexico Department of Game
and Fish, personal communication). Although density estimates
are imprecise and locally higher densities occur in more favor-
able habitat and during certain seasons, the current estimated
density of elk in most of our study area was well below the
threshold found by Baker et al. (2012). Thus, we suggest that
competition for willow by cattle and beaver is the likely mecha-
nism that explains our statewide and regional patterns of beaver
exclusion where grazing policies allow unrestricted access of
cattle to riparian areas.

In conclusion, we found that beaver dams were exceptionally
rare on public lands managed for cattle grazing. Large numbers
of cattle and other livestock were first introduced to northern
New Mexico by Spanish explorers and colonists during the
late sixteenth century, predating even the establishment of the
first English colony (Jamestown) along the eastern seaboard
(Bowling 1941). In contrast, although cattle were introduced to
some localized areas of southern Texas, Arizona, and California
during the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, cattle did not
reach most parts of the West until the open range cattle boom,
which followed the Civil War and expansion of the railroad
system during the mid to late nineteenth century (Love 1916).
Thus, livestock have been part of the landscape of northern New
Mexico for circa 300 years prior to their introduction to many
other regions of the West. Given the long period of time that
livestock grazing has occurred in northern New Mexico, this
region could serve as a harbinger for potential future conditions
in other arid regions of the western United States, unless efforts
are made to prevent and reverse any long-term detrimental
effects of livestock grazing on riparian habitats.

Our results indicate that reestablishment of beavers in north-
ern New Mexico, and likely elsewhere in many areas of the
arid montane west where livestock management is similar, must
involve the restoration of riparian woody plant communities,
especially abundant willows. However, our results suggest that
restoration of willows will often require changing grazing man-
agement. The net impact of cattle grazing on riparian habitat is
a function of the number of cattle and timing of grazing. In our
study area, most Forest Service cattle allotments have utilization
rates for the uplands based on the conservative grazing intensity
guidelines of Holecheck and Galt (2000) with use during the
growing season (generally May or June depending on elevation
through mid-October). Riparian zones within these allotments
usually are not fenced and have no special grazing management
other than a designated herbaceous utilization rates, typically
10 cm stubble height (F.E. Cortez 2016, Carson National Forest,
personal communication). Rest may be used to offset adverse
conditions or overutilization. However, in degraded habitats
(such as found throughout most our study area) it may require
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more than a decade of nonuse to initiate recovery (Belsky et al.
1999). Consequently, complete removal of livestock from ripar-
ian zones, either via fenced exclosures or closing grazing allot-
ments, is recommended to improve riparian habitats (Belsky
et al. 1999). Indeed, the success of exclusion at restoring wil-
lows and other riparian vegetation is well-documented (e.g.
Rickard & Cushing 1982; Schulz & Leininger 1990; Case &
Kauffman 1997; Belsky et al. 1999; Brookshire et al. 2002;
Hough-Snee et al. 2013).

The use of alternative controlled grazing strategies to bene-
fit riparian habitats is generally less understood, more variable,
and may not result in as much recovery as exclusion (e.g. Lucas
et al. 2004). Cattle grazing during the mid- to late-growing sea-
son is particularly harmful to willows because grasses become
less palatable than willows as they mature (Kovalchik & Elmore
1992; Pelster et al. 2004). Pelster et al. (2004) found that in
willow-sedge habitats during fall, willows comprised greater
than 20% of steer diets even at low utilization rates (15%; stub-
ble height= 37 cm). They suggested that stubble height≥ 20 cm
may be necessary to minimize willow consumption by cattle
in Rocky Mountain willow-sedge communities (Pelster et al.
2004). However, similar research has not been conducted in
other riparian habitats. Consequently, cattle grazing restricted
to the spring period, with close monitoring of utilization, may
reduce browsing on willows, albeit less so than exclusion (Clary
1999; Pelster et al. 2004; Booth et al. 2012). More recently,
Freitas et al. (2014) found that tightly controlled grazing based
on riparian standards (herbaceous utilization< 35%, willow uti-
lization< 20%, and streambank damage< 10%) resulted in sim-
ilar response of riparian habitats in comparison to allotments
not grazed for 10 years. However, controlled grazing strate-
gies require more intensive management, such as use of smaller
fenced riparian pastures and herding to improve livestock dis-
tribution and rotation, and adaptively variable timing of rest and
grazing (Kovalchik & Elmore 1992; Freitas et al. 2014; Swan-
son et al. 2015). Furthermore, it remains largely unknown to
what extent controlled grazing can reverse already degraded
conditions over the long term, especially given that restoration
of willows may lag behind other species even with exclusion
(Hough-Snee et al. 2013). For streams that are highly degraded
or incised, restoration also may require planting and protect-
ing willows, in conjunction with other techniques to restore
more natural hydrologies and floodplains, such as the use of
beaver dam analogs and other instream structures (Dreesen et al.
2001; Hall et al. 2011; Hough-Snee et al. 2013; Pollock et al.
2015). Until livestock grazing is managed in a way that pro-
duces adequate amounts of willow growth, the restoration of
dam-building beaver is not likely to be possible in many areas.

Acknowledgments

This study was supported by the USDA NIFA Hispanic Serving
Institutions grant no. 2011-38422-30947 awarded to Dr. M.
Desmond; we owe her special thanks. We thank I. Barela for
assistance with data collection and F. Cortez, P. Garcia, S.
Ramakrishnan, J. Stuart, C. Wild, B. Bird, C. Creech, L. Lucero,

G. Long, G. Holm, T. Medina, D. Gurule, D. Blagg, S. Franklet,
R. Paynter, W. Sauter, K. Menke, L. Knutson, and J. Martinez for
accesses to sites and logistical support. We greatly appreciate R.
Goljani for GIS and computer assistance, T. C. Frey for helpful
comments, N. T. Quintana for information about elk densities,
and staff of Carson National Forest, including F. Cortez, J.
Gatlin, M. Herrera, and A. Radcliff, for information on livestock
grazing. We thank B. Baker, J. W. Cain, M. J. Desmond, I.
Perkins-Taylor, two anonymous reviewers, and the editors for
helpful comments on a previous version of this article. This
study was conducted in partial completion of a Master’s degree
by BAS. The authors have no conflicts of interest to declare.

LITERATURE CITED
Albert S, Trimble T (2000) Beavers are partners in riparian restoration on the

Zuni Indian reservation. Ecological Restoration 18:87–92
Aleksiuk M (1968) Scent-mound communication, territoriality, and population

regulation in beaver (Castor canadensis Kuhl). Journal of Mammalogy
49:759–762

Allen AW (1983) Habitat suitability index models: Beaver. FWS/OBS82/10.30
revised, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Washington, D.C.

Allison PD (1999) Logistic regression using the SAS system: theory and appli-
cation. SAS Institute Inc., Cary, North Carolina

Andersen DC, Shafroth PB, Pritekel CM, O’Neill MW (2011) Managed flood
effects on beaver pond habitat in a desert riverine ecosystem Bill Williams
River, Arizona U.S.A. Wetlands 31:195–206

Apple LL, Smith BH, Dunder JD, Baker BW (1985) The use of beavers for
riparian/aquatic habitat restoration of cold desert, gully-cut stream systems
in southwestern Wyoming. Pages 123–130. In: Pilleri G (ed) Investigations
on beavers. Vol IV. Brain Anatomy Institute, Berne, Switzerland

Bailey V (1931) Mammals of New Mexico. North American Fauna 53:1–412
Baker BW, Hill EP (2003) Beaver (Castor canadensis). Pages 288–310. In:

Feldhamer GA, Thompson BC, Chapman JA (eds) Wild mammals of North
America: biology, management, and conservation. 2nd edition. The John
Hopkins University Press, Baltimore, Maryland

Baker BW, Ducharme HC, Mitchell DCS, Stanley TR, Peinetti HR (2005)
Interaction of beaver and elk herbivory reduces standing crop of willow.
Ecological Applications 15:110–118

Barnes DM, Mallik AU (1996) Use of woody plants in construction of beaver
dams in northern Ontario. Canadian Journal of Zoology 74:1781–1786

Baker BW, Peinetti HR, Coughenour MB, Johnson TL (2012) Competi-
tion favors elk over beaver in a riparian willow ecosystem. Ecosphere
3:1–15

Barnes DM, Mallik AU (1997) Habitat factors influencing beaver dam establish-
ment in a northern Ontario watershed. Journal of Wildlife Management
61:1371–1377

Batchelor JL, Ripple WJ, Wilson TM, Painter LE (2014) Restoration of riparian
areas following the removal of cattle in the northwestern Great Basin.
Environmental Management 55:930–942

Beier P, Barrett RH (1987) Beaver habitat use and impact in Ruckee River basin,
California. Journal of Wildlife Management 51:794–799

Belsky JA, Matzke A, Uselman S (1999) Survey of livestock influences on stream
and riparian ecosystems in the western United States. Journal of Soil and
Water Conservation 54:419–431

Bird B, O’Brien M, Petersen M (2011) Beaver and climate change adaptation
in North America. http://www.wildearthguardians.org/site/DocServer/
Beaver_and_Climate_Change_Final.pdf?docID=3482 (accessed 1 Dec
2015)

Booth DT, Cox SE, Simonds G, Sant ED (2012) Willow cover as a
stream-recovery indicator under a conservation grazing plan. Ecological
Indicators 18:512–519

Bowling GA (1941) The introduction of cattle into colonial North America.
Journal of Dairy Science 25:129–154

September 2016 Restoration Ecology 653



Limiting factors for beavers in New Mexico

Brookshire EN, Kauffman JB, Lytjen D, Otting N (2002) Cumulative effects
of wild ungulate and livestock herbivory on riparian willows. Oecologia
132:559–566

Burnham KP, Anderson DR (2002) Model selection and multimodel inference:
a practical information-theoretic approach. 2nd edition. Springer-Verlag,
New York

Bursac Z, Gauss CH, Williams DK, Hosmer DW (2008) Purposeful selection
of variables in logistic regression. Source Code for Biology and Medicine
3:17, DOI: 10.1186/1751-0473-3-17

Carrillo C, Bergman D, Taylor J, Nolte D, Viehoever P, Disney M (2009) An
overview of historical beaver management in Arizona. USDA National
Wildlife Research Center, Fort Collins, Colorado, Staff Publications, Paper
No. 882

Case RL, Kauffman JB (1997) Wild ungulate influence on the recovery of
willows, black cottonwood and thin-leaf alder following cessation of cattle
grazing in northeastern Oregon. Northwest Science 71:115–126

Clary WP (1999) Stream channel and vegetation responses to late spring cattle
grazing. Journal of Range Management 52:218–227

Daubenmire R (1959) A canopy-coverage method of vegetational analysis.
Northwest Science 33:43–64

Dominguez F, Rivera E, Lettenmaier DP, Castro CL (2012) Changes in winter
precipitation extremes for the western United States under warmer climate
as simulated by regional climate models. Geophysical Research Letters
39:L05803

Doucet CM, Adams IT, Fryxell JM (1994) Beaver dam and cache composition:
are woody species used differently? Ecoscience 1:268–270

Dreesen D, Harrington J, Subirge T, Stewart P, Fenchel G (2001) Riparian
restoration in the Southwest: species selection, propagation plant-
ing methods, and case studies. Pages 253–272. National Nursery
Proceedings—1999, 2000, 2001. Proceedings RMRS-P-24. USDA Forest
Service, Rocky Mountain Research Station, Fort Collins, Colorado

Findley JS, Harris AH, Wilson DE, Jones C (1975) Mammals of New Mexico.
University of New Mexico Press, Albuquerque

Fouty S (2003) Current and historic stream channel response to changes in cattle
and elk grazing pressure and beaver activity. PhD dissertation. Department
of Geography, University of Oregon, Eugene

Freitas MR, Roche LM, Weixelman D, Tate KW (2014) Montane meadow plant
community response to livestock grazing. Environmental Management
54:301–308 DOI: 10.1007/s00267-014-0294-y

Fryxell JM, Doucet CM (1993) Diet choice and the functional response of
beavers. Ecology 74:1297–1306

Gallant D, Berube CH, Tremblay E, Vasseur L (2004) An extensive study of
the foraging ecology of beavers (Castor canadensis) in relation to habitat
quality. Canadian Journal of Zoology 82:922–933

Greenland S (1989) Modeling and variable selection in epidemiologic analysis.
American Journal of Public Health 79:340–349

Gurnell AM (1998) The hydrogeomorphological effects of beaver dam-building
activity. Progress in Physical Geography 22:167–189

Hall J, Pollock M, Hoh S (2011) Methods for successful establishment of
cottonwood and willow along an incised stream in semiarid eastern Oregon,
U.S.A. Ecological Restoration 29:261–269

Holecheck JL, Galt D (2000) Grazing intensity guidelines. Rangelands 22:11–14
Holland KA, Leininger WC, Trlica MJ (2005) Grazing history affects willow

communities in a montane riparian ecosystem. Rangeland Ecology &
Management 58:148–154

Hood GA, Bayley SE (2008a) Beaver (Castor canadensis) mitigate the effects
of climate on the area of open water in boreal wetlands in western Canada.
Biological Conservation 141:556–567

Hood GA, Bayley SE (2008b) The effects of high ungulate densities on foraging
choices by beaver (Castor canadensis) in the mixed-wood boreal forest.
Canadian Journal of Zoology 86:484–496

Hough-Snee N, Roper BB, Wheaton JM, Budy P, Lokteff RL (2013) Riparian
vegetation communities change rapidly following passive restoration at a
northern Utah stream. Ecological Engineering 58:371–377

Howard RJ, Larson JS (1985) A stream habitat classification system for beaver.
Journal of Wildlife Management 49:19–25

Huey WS (1956) New Mexico beaver management plan. New Mexico Depart-
ment of Game and Fish, Santa Fe

Jenkins SH (1975) Food selection by beavers. Oecologia 21:157–173
Jenkins SH (1979) Seasonal and year-to-year differences in food selection by

beavers. Oecologia 44:112–116
Jenkins KJ, Manly BFJ (2008) A double-observer method for reducing bias

in faecal pellet surveys of forest ungulates. Journal of Applied Ecology
45:1339–1348

Kauffman JB, Krueger WC, Vavra M (1983) Effects of late season cattle grazing
on riparian plant communities. Journal of Range Management 36:685–691

Keller TM (2014) Senate Memorial 4: recognizing the watershed health benefits
of North American beaver populations; Requesting recommendations for a
statewide beaver management plan. State of New Mexico Senate Proceed-
ings, Santa Fe

Kindschy RR (1989) Regrowth of willow following simulated beaver cutting.
Wildlife Society Bulletin 17:290–294

Kovalchik BL, Elmore W (1992) Effects of cattle grazing systems on
willow-dominated plant associations in central Oregon. Pages
111–119. In: Clary WP, McArthur ED, Bedunah D, Wambolt CL
(eds) Proceedings-symposium on ecology and management of riparian
shrub communities General Technical Report INT-289. USDA Forest
Service

Lancia RA, Kendall WL, Pollock KH, Nichols JD (2005) Estimating the number
of animals in wildlife populations. Pages 106–154. In: Braun CE (ed)
Techniques for wildlife investigations and management. The Wildlife
Society, Bethesda, Maryland

Love CM (1916) History of the cattle industry in the southwest. The Southwest-
ern Historical Quarterly 19:370–399

Lucas RW, Baker TT, Wood MK, Allison CD, Vanleeuwen DM (2004) Riparian
vegetation response to different intensities and seasons of grazing. Journal
of Range Management 57:466–474

Macfarlane WW, Wheaton JM, Bouwes N, Jensen ML, Gilbert JT, Hough-Snee
N, Shivik JA (In Press) Modeling the capacity of riverscapes to support
beaver dams. Geomorphology, DOI: 10.1016/j.geomorph.2015.11.019

Manly BFJ, McDonald LL, Thomas DL, McDonald TL, Erickson WP (2002)
Resource selection by animals: statistical design and analysis for field
studies. Kluwer Academic Publishers, Norwell, Massachusetts

McComb WC, Sedell JR, Buchholz TD (1990) Dam-site selection by beavers in
an eastern Oregon basin. Great Basin Naturalist 50:273–281

Müller-Schwarze D, Sun L (2003) The Beaver: natural history of a wetlands
engineer. Comstock Publishing Associates, Ithaca, New York

Naiman RJ, Decamps H, Pollock M (1993) The role of riparian corridors in
maintaining regional biodiversity. Ecological Applications 3:209–212

Ohmart RD, Anderson BW (1986) Riparian Habitats. Pages 169–199. In: Coop-
errider AY, Boyd RJ, Stuart HR (eds) Inventory and monitoring of wildlife
habitat. USDI, Bureau of Land Management, Denver, Colorado

Patten DT (1998) Riparian ecosystems of semi-arid North America: diversity and
human impacts. Wetlands 18:498–512

Peel MC, Finlayson BL, McMahon TA (2007) Updated world map of the
Köppen-Geiger climate classification. Hydrology and Earth System Sci-
ences 11:1633–1644

Peinetti HR, Baker BW, Coughenour MB (2009) Simulation modeling to under-
stand how selective foraging by beaver can drive the structure and function
of a willow community. Ecological Modelling 220:998–1012

Pelster AJ, Evans S, Leininger WC, Trlica MJ, Clary WP (2004) Steer diets in a
montane riparian community. Journal of Range Management 57:546–552

Pollock MM, Beechie TJ, Wheaton JM, Jordan CE, Bouwes N, Weber N, Volk C
(2014) Using beaver dams to restore incised stream ecosystems. Bioscience
64:279–290

Pollock MM, Pess GR, Beechie TJ (2004) The importance of beaver ponds to
Coho salmon production in the Stillaguamish River basin, Washington,
U.S.A. North American Journal of Fisheries Management 24:749–760

Pollock MM, Lewallen G, Woodruff K, Jordan CE, Castro JM (2015)
The beaver restoration guidebook: working with beaver to restore
streams, wetlands, and floodplains. Version 1.0. United States Fish and

654 Restoration Ecology September 2016



Limiting factors for beavers in New Mexico

Wildlife Service, Portland, Oregon. http://www.fws.gov/oregonfwo/Tools
ForLandowners/RiverScience/Beaver.asp (accessed 1 Dec 2015)

Rickard WH, Cushing CE (1982) Recovery of streamside woody vegetation after
exclusion of livestock grazing. Journal of Range Management 35:360–361

Ripple WJ, Beschta RL (2012) Trophic cascades in Yellowstone: the first 15 years
after wolf reintroduction. Biological Conservation 145:205–213

Robel RJ, Biggs JN, Dayton AD, Hulbert LC (1970) Relationships between
visual obstruction measurements and weight of grassland vegetation. Jour-
nal of Range Management 23:295–297

Rosell F, Bozser O, Collen P, Parker H (2005) Ecological impact of beavers
Castor fiber and Castor canadensis and their ability to modify ecosystems.
Mammal Review 35:248–276

Rosner B (2000) Fundamentals of biostatistics. Duxbury, Pacific Grove,
California

Schulz TT, Leininger WC (1990) Differences in riparian vegetation structure
between grazed areas and exclosures. Journal of Range Management
43:295–299

Seager R, Ting MF, Held I, Kushnir Y, Lu J, Vecchi G, et al. (2007) Model
projections of an imminent transition to a more arid climate in southwestern
North America. Science 316:1181–1184

Singer FJ, Mark LC, Cates RC (1994) Ungulate herbivory of willows on
Yellowstone’s northern winter range. Journal of Range Management
47:435–443

Slough BG, Sadleir RMFS (1977) A land capability classification system
for beaver (Castor canadensis Kuhl). Canadian Journal of Zoology
55:1324–1335

Stoffyn-Egli P, Willison JHM (2011) Including wildlife habitat in the definition
of riparian areas: the beaver (Castor canadensis) as an umbrella species for
riparian obligate animals. Environmental Reviews 19:479–494

Stromberg JC, McCluney KE, Dixon MD, Meixner T (2013) Dryland riparian
ecosystems in the American Southwest: Sensitivity and resilience to cli-
matic extremes. Ecosystems 16:411–415

Suzuki N, McComb WC (1988) Habitat classification models for beaver (Castor
canadensis) in the streams of the central Oregon coast range. Northwest
Science 72:102–110

Svendsen GE (1980) Seasonal change in feeding patterns of beaver in southeast-
ern Ohio. Journal of Wildlife Management 44:285–290

Swanson S, Wyman S, Evans C (2015) Practical grazing management to maintain
or restore riparian functions and values on rangelands. Journal of Range-
land Applications 2:1–28

Weber DJ (1971) The Taos trappers: the fur trade in the far Southwest,
1540–1846. University of Oklahoma Press, Norman

Wild C (2011) Beaver as a climate change adaptation tool: concepts and priority
sites in New Mexico. Seventh Generation Institute, Santa Fe, New Mexico.
http://static1.squarespace.com/static/54c6efebe4b05d1a1cc71a3f/t/54d3a
9c4e4b04682afea3b39/1423157700638/Beaver+As+a+Climate+Change+
Adaptation+Tool+−+Concepts+and+Priority+Sites+in+New+Mexico.pdf
(accessed 1 Dec 2015)

WildEarth Guardians (2013) Assessing beaver habitat on federal lands in
New Mexico. Contract #13-667-5000-0007. Final report 31 July 2013.
https://www.env.nm.gov/swqb/Wetlands/projects/Beavers/FinalReport07-
31-2014.pdf (accessed 1 Dec 2015)

Supporting Information
The following information may be found in the online version of this article:

Table S1. Data on variables at sites with an active beaver dam present (n= 29) or
absent (n= 28).
Table S2. Data on variables at sites with different livestock grazing policy.
Table S3. Evaluation of grazing policy as a confounder on the relationship between
vegetation variables and the presence or absence of an active beaver dam.
Figure S1. Locations of active primary dams created by the American beaver (Castor
canadensis) on public lands in New Mexico during 2013 (green circles).

Coordinating Editor: James Anderson Received: 10 August, 2015; First decision: 22 September, 2015; Revised: 5
March, 2016; Accepted: 6 March, 2016; First published online: 11 May, 2016

September 2016 Restoration Ecology 655


