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Gopher tortoises (Gopherus polyphemus) are large fos-
sorial chelonians that construct extensive underground bur-
rows throughout their range in the southeastern USA (Loui-
siana to South Carolina). Besides serving as refugia for
gopher tortoises, these burrows, which can remain intact for
decades (Guyer and Hermann, 1997). provide habitat for
many other animals (Jackson and Milstrey, 1989: Guyerand
Bailey, 1993). Consequently, the gopher tortoise has often
been referred to as a keystone species (Eisenberg, 1983:
Means and Grow, 1985). The gopher tortoise is protected by
state regulations throughout its range and is listed by the
federal government as “threatened” in the western portion of
its range (USFWS, 1987). The IUCN (1996) considers the
gopher tortoise “vulnerable™ to extinction. Because of habi-
tat alteration, gopher tortoises now occur primarily in dis-
junct populations (Auffenberg and Franz, 1982: Mushinsky
and McCoy, 1994). Most research on gopher tortoise ecol-
ogy has been conducted in Florida, where the species is most
abundant, and in the western portion of its range, where it is
federally protected. Relatively little is known about gopher
tortoise ecology in the northeastern portion of its range (i.e..
South Carolina).

The most frequently used method of population estima-
tion is based on burrow counts. With this method, an area is
surveyed for tortoise burrows and each burrow is catego-
rized as either “active,” “inactive.” or “abandoned’ based on
itsexternal appearance (Auffenberg and Franz, 1982: McCoy
and Mushinsky, 1992a). Because tortoises frequently use
more than one burrow (McRae etal., 1981; Diemer, 1992a),
resulting in more burrows than tortoises, correction factors
have been developed that describe the relationship between
the number of presumably active and inactive burrows and
the actual number of tortoises (Auffenberg and Franz, 1982).
However, correction factors vary among habitats, regions,
seasons, years, and with the presence of large burrowing
mammals (Breininger et al., 1991; Diemer, 1992b; McCoy
and Mushinsky, 1992a; Breininger et al., 1994:). Also,
frequent inspection of 50 marked burrows during the sum-
mer in Florida revealed that burrows can frequently change
categories during the tortoise activity season: 60% of active
and 28% of inactive burrows changed categories at least five
times. and 10% of abandoned burrows changed categories

once over a three-month period (Mushinsky and Esman,
1994). The use of infrared burrow cameras (Buskirk and
Fiedler, 1986: Spillers and Speake, 1988) permits verifica-
tion of the presence of tortoises within burrows, thus provid-
ing a more accurate estimate of population size (Burke.
1989: Breininger et al., 1991). In addition, because the size
of burrows generally reflects the size of occupant tortoises
(Alford, 1980). measurements of burrows can be used to
make inferences regarding size structure of tortoise popula-
tions (Burke and Cox, 1988).

The purpose of this study was to examine the demog-
raphy of a gopher tortoise population on a public natural area
preserve in southeastern South Carolina during winter. Our
specific objectives were to determine: 1) the number of
intact tortoise burrows: 2) the size structure of the population
based on measurements of burrows: and 3) the percent of
intact burrows occupied by gopher tortoises.

Methodology. — This study was conducted on the
Tillman Sand Ridge Heritage Preserve (TSRHP) in Jasper
County, South Carolina. The preserve encompasses 381 ha
of floodplain and sand ridge habitat near the Savannah
River, and is currently owned and managed by the South
Carolina Department of Natural Resources. The preserve
corresponds to Sandhills Study Area II as described by
Wright (1982). The primary upland habitat is xeric and
composed of longleaf pine (Pinus palustris), slash pine
(P. elliottii). and turkey oak (Quercus laevis), with a
ground cover dominated by wiregrass (Aristida stricta:
Murphy and Coker, 1992: Tuberville, 1998). The pre-
serve habitat lacks saw palmetto stands (Serenoa repens),
which can make burrow surveys difficult in other por-
tions of the tortoise’s range. Canopy cover is low (ap-
proximately 10%: Murphy and Coker, 1992), and swales
that occasionally hold water are scattered throughout the
uplands. Growing-season burns are periodically con-
ducted to reduce hardwood invasions and increase diver-
sity of the herbaceous ground cover. No timber harvest-
ing is currently conducted but longleaf pine has been
planted in some areas. Previous surveys for gopher tor-
toises in South Carolina by Franz in 1974-75 (Auffenberg
and Franz, 1982) and Wright in 1977-79 (Wright, 1982)
indicated that the area now encompassed by the preserve
supports the largest known population of gopher tortoises in
South Carolina and one of the most northeastern populations
of the species.

On 17 January 1998 we conducted a complete burrow
survey of 30% of the approximately 211 ha of upland
sandhills habitat. Rather than surveying a random subset of
burrows across the upland habitat, we selected the manage-
ment compartments that have historically and anecdotally
supported the greatest density of tortoises (Murphy and
Coker, 1992; Tuberville, 1998). All burrows encountered
during the survey were marked, and on 20-30 January, we
revisited each marked tortoise burrow to characterize its
external appearance.

We conducted this study during the winter, when tor-
toises are relatively inactive, to minimize effects of tortoise
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movement or construction of new burrows on estimates of
burrow occupancy. Additionally, reduced vegetation during
the winter increased the visibility of potential tortoise bur-
rows and thus our ability to detect them. Because our study
was conducted when tortoises are relatively inactive. our
burrow categories differ from those traditionally used in the
literature (see Auffenberg and Franz. 1982). The latter
depend on the movement of tortoises outside their burrows,
a rare phenomenon during winter (Douglass and Layne.
1978: McRae et al., 1981: Diemer. 1992a), especially at the
northern limit of their range.

We classified a burrow as “collapsed™ if the burrow had
collapsed within 1 m of the entrance. These burrows (n=92)
were eliminated from our analyses. The remaining intact
burrows were characterized as either “maintained” or
“unmaintained.” We classified a burrow as “unmaintained”
if its entrance was eroded or the tunnel completely plugged
with leaf litter. A burrow was considered “maintained™ if its
entrance and tunnel were unobstructed by debris and its
apron well-defined. Our “maintained” designation is
similar to the “active™ and “inactive” categories used
during active-season surveys (Diemer, 1992b: McCoy
and Mushinsky, 1992a) but not directly comparable be-
cause our designation was not dependent on finding
signs of recent tortoise activity (e.g.. feces, tracks) at the
burrow entrance.

We used infrared burrow cameras to determine burrow
occupancy rates. Because it is more difficult to classify the
condition of burrows when tortoises are inactive. we in-
spected both maintained and unmaintained burrows. Occa-
sionally, the small size of juvenile burrows, obstructions
such as roots, or sharp turns prevented complete inspection
of a tunnel with the burrow camera. For each burrow, we

recorded presence or absence of a tortoise and noted if

complete examination with the burrow camera was pre-
vented and why. We also measured the height (BH) and
width (BW) of all intact burrow entrances, and calculated
burrow shape index (BH/BW), as described by Doonan and
Stout (1994). Each burrow was assigned to one of five size
classes based on the width of'its entrance. When we reached
the end of burrows, we recorded the length of burrows (using
the tube of the burrow camera) to the nearest 0.25 m. We
used single-factor ANOVA (alpha = 0.05) to compare
measurements between maintained and unmaintained
burrows.

Maximum adult population size (x) for the TSRHP was
estimated using the following formula: n/x = p. where n is
the number of tortoises observed in the survey area and p is
the proportion of the preserve surveyed (0.30).

Results. — We located and marked a total of 328 intact
burrows (not including collapsed burrows) — 202 (61.6%)
were characterized as maintained, 126 (38.4%) were
unmaintained. Burrow entrance widths ranged from 7.2—
44.5 em (overall ¥ = 24.2cm). Mean width of maintained
burrows (x=25.7 cm) was significantly greater than that
of unmaintained burrows (¥=21.7cm: F, ;,,=163.9. p<
0.0001: Fig. 1). The mean burrow shape index was 0.51,
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Figure 1. Size-class frequency distribution for entrance widths of
gopher tortoise burrows. Maintained (n = 202; open bars) burrows
had significantly wider burrow entrances than did unmaintained (n
= 126; solid bars) burrows (ANOVA: F, ,,,= 163.9, p < 0.0001).

the same as reported by Doonan and Stout (1994) for
central Florida.

We were able to inspect 244 burrows (74% of all
marked intact burrows) using infrared video cameras —
88% of maintained burrows and 54% of unmaintained
burrows. Maintained burrows were usually longer than
unmaintained burrows (F, ,,,=247.0,p<0.0001; Fig. 2). We
observed 41 tortoises in 178 maintained burrows (23%
occupancy) and eight tortoises in 66 unmaintained burrows
(12% occupancy). Tortoises were encountered an average of
2.8 m(range 1.0-5.0m, SD = 1.11) from the entrance of the
burrow. Tortoise tracks were observed at two maintained
burrows, but there was no evidence that any tortoise made
inter-burrow movements during our survey period (tracks
were confined to the apron). Based on the number of tor-
toises observed during this study and the proportion of area
surveyed, we estimate the maximum adult population on the
preserve to be 163 tortoises.
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Figure 2. Size-class frequency distribution for burrow lengths.
Maintained (n = 100: open bars) were significantly longer than
unmaintained (7 =42 solid bars) burrows (ANOVA:F ,,,=247.0,
p<0.0001). Burrows which we were not able to completely inspect
with the burrow camera were not included in the analysis.
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Discussion. — We observed a relatively high propor-
tion (38%) of unmaintained burrows on the preserve (McCoy
and Mushinsky. 1992b; Witz et al., 1992), which may
indicate a recent decline in the adult tortoise population. a
lack of burrow fidelity by gopher tortoises (Diemer, 1992b:
Aresco and Guyer, 1999), or extended burrow longevity
following abandonment (Guyer and Hermann, 1997). With-
out detailed movement data on individual tortoises or long-
term monitoring of marked burrows, we cannot make con-
clusions regarding specific causes for the observed ratio of
maintained to unmaintained (202:126) burrows on the pre-
serve. Auffenberg and Franz (1982) noted that population
densities of gopher tortoises along the Savannah River in
South Carolina were very low in the 1970s, but based on the
number of destroyed burrows they found, they also con-
cluded that densities were formerly very high.

We are cautious about estimating the number of hatchling
and juvenile burrows and tortoises on the preserve for the
following reasons: (1) hatchling burrows (< 5 em width) are
easily overlooked, even under optimal search conditions
(Burke and Cox. 1988; Diemer, 1992b); (2) fallen leaf litter
during winter is more likely to obscure the entrances of
hatchling and juvenile burrows than adult burrows; (3)
Jjuvenile tortoises do not always dig their own burrows, but
may instead take refuge under leaf litter, other vegetation, or
in adult-sized burrows (Douglass, 1978; Burke and Cox,
1988; Diemer, 1992a); and (4) inspection with the infrared
burrow camera of burrows less than 10 em width was not
possible during this study. We therefore restrict our remain-
ing discussion to the adult population.

Unmaintained burrows were smaller (in width and
length) than maintained burrows, probably due in part to
debris deposition over time in the former. Within the main-
tained category, burrow widths were skewed toward larger
size classes. as has been reported in other studies (Alford,
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1980: Spillers and Speake, 1988). Both Alford (1980) and
Martin and Layne (1987) reported a high correlation be-
tween burrow width and carapace length of the tortoise
occupying the burrow. Based on inspection of burrows in
several populations, Auffenberg and Franz (1982) also con-
cluded that tortoise populations in southeastern South Caro-
lina consisted mostly of older individuals. Trapping of
tortoises by Wright (1982) in southeastern South Carolina,
including at our study site. revealed that populations were
dominated by medium (20-24 c¢m carapace length; 47%)
and large-sized (169 ) adults. Therefore, the TSRHP tortoise
population may be comprised primarily of larger, older
individuals.

Although not directly comparable to correction factors
calculated for activity season surveys, our observed occu-
pancy rates are considerably (2-4 times) lower than most
reported in the literature and those commonly used to esti-
mate tortoise populations from burrow counts (Auffenberg
and Franz, 1982: Diemer, 1992b: Witz et al.. 1992: but see
Burke, 1989; Breininger et al., 1991). Possible reasons for
the low burrow occupancy rates include poor habitat condi-
tions or depleted food resources (Auffenberg and Iverson,
1979; Auffenberg and Franz, 1982; Aresco and Guyer,
1999), a seasonal shiftin habitat or burrow use (McRaeetal.,
1981; Means, 1982: Breininger et al., 1991), co-occupancy
of burrows (Diemer, 1992a; Smith et al., 1997), or misinter-
pretation of “occupancy” in other studies in which burrow
cameras were not used for confirmation. Wilson and
Mushinsky (1995) suggested that a low occupancy rate of
“active” and “inactive” burrows (i.e., “maintained” burrows
in our study) may be indicative of a stressed tortoise popu-
lation.

This region of South Carolina is well-known to reptile
collectors, and removal of adult gopher tortoises for con-
sumption or pets has been documented (Auffenberg and
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Figure 3. The projected change in adult gopher tortoise population size on the Tillman Sand Ridge Heritage Preserve from 1977 to 2001.
The projection assumes an initial population size in 1977 of 274 individuals as estimated by Wright (1982) and an average 2.33% loss per
year in the adult population, which was observed by Wright during 1977-79 (indicated by circles), leading to a projected population of 165
individuals in 1998. Based on our 1998 survey, we estimated the maximum adult population size at 163 tortoises (indicated by square).
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Franz, 1982; Wright, 1982). Based on studies from 1977-79,
Wright (1982) estimated the adult tortoise population at our
study site (Sandhills Area II in his study) to be 274. How-
ever, he also concluded that adult mortality exceeded adult
recruitment at Sandhills Area Il and surrounding properties,
with an overall loss of 7% of the adult population during his
study (average 2.33% loss per year). All adult mortality was
attributed to habitat destruction and human predation (Wright.
1982). If we project the hypothetical changes in the preserve’s
tortoise population from 1977 through 2001, assuming there
were 274 adults in 1977 and an overall loss of 2.33% of
adults per year (Fig. 3). we obtain an estimate of 165 adults
remaining in the population in 1998, which corresponds
very closely to our maximum population size estimate (163)
for 1998.

Long-lived species, such as tortoises, that exhibit low
reproductive recruitment, delayed sexual maturity, and low
adult mortality rates (Auffenberg and Iverson, 1979: Iverson,
1980), become vulnerable to population declines and extir-
pations when unusually high adult mortality rates persist for
long periods (Congdon et al., 1993, 1994). Although the
tortoise population on the TSRHP is now formally protected
and human-caused mortality has been theoretically elimi-
nated, there may be a long lag time before a population
recovery becomes evident (Congdon et al., 1993). In addi-
tion, recovery could potentially be hindered by illegal col-
lecting and unsuitable management practices on adjacent
properties that result in habitat degradation or direct mortal-
ity of tortoises.

It is noteworthy that 12% of burrows we classified as
unmaintained (i.e., abandoned) harbored tortoises during
the winter survey. This is slightly more than half the occu-
pancy rate of maintained burrows (23%). In most other
surveys, the abandoned or unmaintained burrows are gener-
ally assumed not to harbor tortoises and thus, are not inves-
tigated. However, by investigating the unmaintained bur-
rows with the infrared burrow camera, we were able to
estimate the tortoise population size more accurately. We
are aware of only one other study that reported occupancy
rates of abandoned burrows. In west-central Florida, Witz et
al. (1991) found 6 tortoises during the activity seasonin 116
excavated tortoise burrows classified as abandoned (5%
occupancy). Future studies, during both activity and inactiv-
ity seasons, should investigate unmaintained (i.e., aban-
doned) burrows for possible occupancy.

Our study provides baseline data on the current popula-
tion size structure of gopher tortoises on the TSRHP. These
data, when combined with future survey efforts, will be
important in detecting possible shifts in the population
structure that could signify changes in the population’s
demographics (e.g., McCoy and Mushinsky, 1992b;
Mushinsky and McCoy, 1994). McCoy and Mushinsky
(1992b) suggested that land managers should be alert to
early signs of a population decline, such as even slight
reduction in the proportion of juvenile-sized active bur-
rows, so that they may address the decline in its early
stages.

Our results provide justification for continued research
and monitoring of gopher tortoises in South Carolina and
other regions where demography of this vulnerable species
is poorly understood. In addition, our study demonstrates
that tortoise surveys conducted in winter, when vegetation is
sparse and tortoise activity is minimal, can be valuable in
monitoring tortoise populations, and that abandoned or
unmaintained burrows, as classified solely on the appear-
ance of the mouth of the burrow, may actually harbor a
significant portion of the population.

Acknowledgments. — S. Bennett, J. Coker, S. Greeter,
W. Kalinowsky, and J. Stowe of the South Carolina Depart-
ment of Natural Resources were extremely helpful in orga-
nizing and facilitating the burrow survey. We especially
thank S. Poppy and Y. Leiden for their field and technical
assistance. The following organizations and individuals
generously provided their assistance in the field: Coastal
Carolina Herpetological Society, Turtle and Tortoise Soci-
ety of Charleston, and students of Francis Marion Univer-
sity, University of South Carolina, Wofford College, Lander
University, and University of Georgia, K. Alfieri, B. Allen,
K. Bell. K. Bevins, L. Bevins, R. Bevins, K. Buhlmann, .
Camper, T. Clamp, J. Dillman, C. Eldridge, L. Eldridge. C.
Gibbons, W. Gibbons, J. Greene, J. Greeter, I. Hill, P. King,
M. McLeod. M. Mills, T. Mills, C. Nuessle, S. Poppy. E.
Raulerson, B. Rothermel, S. Rothermel, T. Ryan, E. Schmidt,
D. Scott, P. Shaw-Allen, J. Singer, K. Vause, and D. Wolfe.
E. Wester of Southern Ecosystems Research, J. Berish and
P. Moler of Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Com-
mission, and B. Birkhead of Columbus State University
generously loaned us burrow cameras, and R. Chesser pro-
vided GPS software. L. Bryan, T. Ciravolo, J. Congdon. K.
Gaines, D. Kling, J. Peles, J. Pinder, and L. Walters loaned
us miscellaneous equipment. W. Kalinowsky and the Webb
Wildlife Center provided housing. T. Ryan, J. Gibbons, E.
Dorcas, K. Dorcas, B. Metts, and J. Stowe provided com-
ments that substantially improved the manuscript. Funding
was provided by the South Carolina Department of Natural
Resources (contract #10-21-RR267-082) and by Financial
Assistance Award Number DE-FC09-96SR 18546 from the
U.S. Department of Energy to the University of Georgia
Research Foundation.

LiTERATURE CITED

ALFORD, R.A. 1980. Population structure of Gopherus polyphemus in
Northern Florida. Journal of Herpetology 14:177-182.

Aresco, M., anp Guyeg, C. 1999, Burrow abandonment by gopher
tortoises in slash pine plantations of the Conecuh National Forest.
Journal of Wildlife Management 63:26-35.

AUFFENBERG, W. AND Franz, R. 1982. The status and distribution of
the gopher tortoise (Gopherus polyphemus). In: Bury, R.B. (Ed.).
North American Tortoises: Conservation and Ecology. U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service, Wildlife Research Report 12, Washington,
DC, pp. 95-126.

AUFFENBERG, W. AND IvErson, J.B. 1979. Demography of terrestrial
turtles. In: Harless. M. and Morlock, H. (Eds.). Turtles: Perspec-



186 CHELONIAN CONSERVATION AND BloLoay, Volume 4, Number 1 — 2001

tives and Research. John Wiley and Sons, Inc., New York. NY, pp.
541-569.

BreininGer, D.R., Scumarzer, P.A . anp Hinkee, C.R. 1991. Estimat-
ing occupancy of gophertortoise (Gopherus polyphemus) burrows
in coastal scrub and slash pine flatwoods. Journal of Herpetology
25:317-321.

BremninGer, D.R., Scumarzer, P.A., anp Hinkie, C.R. 1994, Gopher
tortoise (Gopherus polvphemus) densities in coastal scrub and
slash pine flatwoods in Florida. Journal of Herpetology 28:60-65.

Burkk, R. 1989, Burrow-to-tortoise conversion factors: comparison
of three gopher tortoise survey techniques. Herpetological Review
20:92-94,

Burki, R. anp Cox, J. 1988. Evaluation and review of field tech-
niques used to study and manage gopher tortoises. In: Szaro, R.C..
Severson, K.E., and Patton, D.R. (Eds.). Management of reptiles.
amphibians, and small mammals in North America. U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture, Forest Service General Technical Report
RM-166, Flagstaff, Arizona, pp. 205-215.

Buskirk, S.W. anp FiepLer, D.L. 1986. A low-cost television system
forexploring burrows and dens. Wildlife Society Bulletin 14:185-188.

Concoon, L.D., Duniasm, A.E., anp van Losex Seis, R.C. 1993,
Delayed sexual maturity and demographics of Blanding’s turtles
(Emydoidea blandingii): implications for conservation and man-
agement of long-lived organisms. Conservation Biology 7:826-833.

Concpon, J.D., Dunnam, AE., anp van Losen SeLs, R.C. 1994,
Demographics of common snapping turtles (Chelydra serpentina):
implications for conservation and management of long-lived or-
ganisms. American Zoologist 34:397-408.

Diemer, LE. 1992a. Home range and movements of the tortoise
Gopherus polyphemus in northern Florida. Journal of Herpetology
26:158-165.

Diemer, LE. 1992b. Demography of the tortoise Gopherus polyphemus
in northern Florida. Journal of Herpetology 26:281-289.

Doonan, T.J. ann Stout, LI 1994, Effects of gopher tortoise (Gopherus
polyphemus) body size on burrow structure. American Midland
Naturalist 131:273-280.

DoucLass, LF. 1978. Refugia of juvenile gopher tortoises, Gopherus
polyphemus (Reptilia, Testudines, Testudinidae). Journal of Her-
petology 112:413-415.

Doudirass, LE. anp Layne, JLN. 1978, Activity and thermoregulation
of the gopher tortoise (Gopherus polyphemus) in southern Florida.
Herpetologica 34:359-374,

Eiseneera, LF. 1983, The gopher tortoise as a keystone species. In:
Bryant, R.J. and Franz, R. (Eds.). The gopher tortoise: a keystone
species. Proceedings of the Fourth Annual Meeting, Gopher
Tortoise Council, Florida State Museum, pp. 1-4.

Guver, C. axp Baney, M.A. 1993. Amphibians and reptiles of
longleaf pine communities. In: Hermann, S.M. (Ed.). The longleaf
pine ecosystem: ecology, restoration. and management. Proceed-
ings of the Tall Timbers Fire Ecology Conference, Number 18.
Tall Timbers, Tallahassee, Florida, pp. 139-158.

Guyer, C. anp HErmanN, S.M. 1997 Patterns of size and longevity
of gopher tortoise (Gapherus polyphemus) burrows: implications
for the longleal pine ecosystem. Chelonian Conservation and
Biology 2:507-513.

Iverson, LB, 1980. The reproductive biology of Gopherus polyphemus
(Chelonia: Testudinidae). American Midland Naturalist 103:353-359.

[UCN. 1996. 1996 TUCN red list of threatened animals. [UCN,
Gland, Switzerland.

Jackson, D.R. anp Mitstrey, E.G. 1989. The fauna of gopher tortoise
burrows. In: Diemer, J.E., Jackson, D.R., Landers, J.L., Layne,
J.N., and Woods, D.A. (Eds.). Gopher tortoise relocation sympo-
sium proceedings. Florida Game and Freshwater Fish Commis-

sion, Nongame Wildlife Program, Technical Report Number 5, pp.
836-89.

Martin, P.L. aNp Layne, LN, 1987. Relationship of gopher tortoise
body size to burrow size in a south-central Florida population.
Florida Scientist 50:264-267.

McCoy, E.D. anp Musuinsky, H.R. 1992a. Studying a species in
decline: gopher tortoises and the dilemma of “correction factors.”
Herpetologica 48:402-407.

McCoy, E.D.. axp Musuinsky, H.R, 1992b. Studying a species in
decline: changes in populations of the gopher tortoise on federal
lands in Florida. Florida Scientist 55:116-124.

McRag, W.A., Lanpers, J.L., aND Garner, J.A. 1981. Movement
patterns and home range of the gopher tortoise. American Midland
Naturalist 106:165-179.

Means, D.B. 1982. Responses to winter flooding of the gopher
tortoise (Gopherus polvpheinus Daudin). Herpetologica 38:521-525.

Means, D.B. anp Grow, G. 1985. The endangered longleaf pine
community. Enfo 4:1-7.

Mureny, T. anp Coker, J. 1992, Management plan for Tillman Sand
Ridge Heritage Preserve. Unpublished report. South Carolina
Department of Natural Resources, Columbia, SC.

MusHinsky, H.R. anp Esman, LA, 1994, Perceptions of gopher
tortoise burrows over time. Florida Field Naturalist 22:1-7.

Mushinsky, H.R. ano McCov, E.D. 1994. Comparison of gopher
tortoise populations on islands and on the mainland in Florida. In:
Bury. R.B.,and Germano, D.J. (Eds.). Biology of North American
tortoises. U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Research Report 13,
Washington, DC, pp. 39-47.

SwmitH, R.B.. BREmvinGER, D.R., anp Larson, V.L. 1997. Home range
characteristics of radiotagged gopher tortoises on Kennedy Space
Center, Florida. Chelonian Conservation and Biology 2:358-362.

SeitLers, D.M. anp Seeake, D.W. 1988, A survey method for
measuring gopher tortoise density and habitat distribution. In:
Szaro,R.C., Severson, K.E., and Patton, D.R. (Eds.). Management
of reptiles, amphibians, and small mammals in North America.
U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service General Technical
Report RM-166, Flagstaft, Arizona, pp. 199-204.

TuserviLLe, T.D. 1998, Effects of soil disturbance by gopher tortoises
(Gopherus polyphemus) on vegetation structure and composition
in a pine-oak sandhills community. M.S. Thesis, University of
Georgia, Athens.

U.S. Fist anp WiLoLire Service. 1987, Endangered and threatened
wildlife and plants: determination of threatened status for the
gopher tortoise (Gopherus polyphemus). Federal Register 52
(129):25376-25380.

WiLson, D.S. 1991, Estimates of survival for juvenile gopher tor-
toises, Gopherus polyphemus. Journal of Herpetology 25:376-379.
Wiison, D.S. anp Mustinsky, H.R. 1995. The Nature Conservancy
element stewardship abstract for Gopherus polvphemus. The

Nature Conservancy. 24 pp.

Witz, B.W., WiLson, D.S., axp Parsver, M.D. 1991. Distribution of
Gopherus polyphemus and its vertebrate symbionts in three bur-
row categories. American Midland Naturalist 126:152-158.

Witz, B.W., WiLson, D.S.. axp Parver. M.D. 1992, Estimating
population size and hatchling mortality of Gopherus polyphemus.
Florida Scientist 55:14-19.

WRIGHT. J.S. 1982. Distribution and population biology of the gopher
tortoise, Gopherus polyphemus, in South Carolina, M.S. Thesis,
Clemson University, Clemson.

Received: 31 January 2000
Reviewed: 18 July 2001
Revised and Accepted: 15 August 2001



