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Background: The Endangered Species Act

protects listed species and their habitats. Variables X SE.
: o If- Pad width | 2.95 0.21

Recovery goals usually include monitoring and Self- pad length | 3.01  0.38
assessment of population size. adhesive Total foot length | 7.52  0.43
_ _ Paper Toel| 3.92 0.18

Focal Species: The New Mexico meadow Toe2 | 4.49 0.04

Toe 3 4.44 0.17
Toe 4 4.21 0.07

jumping mouse (Zapus hudsonius luteus), a
riparian obligate (Fig. 1), was listed as
endangered in 2014. Traditional live capture
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Table 1. Jumping mouse average foreprint size. }

methods are expensive and risk mortality. An base plate ger /| Self- |
aliernative could improve detectabiliy adhesive O. 3: We did not detect a difference in detection rate between
Obijectives (O.) Paper track plating and live capture (n = 20, Z = 1.19, P = 0.23; Fig. 5A).
1: Develop a track plate survey method Track plates had a higher detectability than live capture (Fig. 5B).
2- Develop a track auide @ Figure 2. Compared A) pigmentS'\ /Figure 3. A) The track plate Iis a rectangular piece of self-adhesive paper placed A A) B)

| P J | graphite.powder ponderosa pine. sticky side up with an ink-saturated felt pad in the center. B & C) It is attached to a / 80
3: Compare the effectiveness of a track plating charcoal, carpenter’s chalk, and sh_elter or a chamber with dout_)le-5|ded tape or putty to obtain tra(_:ks from 6 60
to live capture carbon black and B) Four shelter animals. D) The track plates with footprints were adhered to a white paper and 0

' retained as a permanent record. 4 40
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O. 1. We compared 4 types of pigment and 4
shelter designs. To capture footprints, we used

Ink (mineral oil and pigment 1:1), a track plate, O. 1: Prints were best collected using carbon black and a modified S | ; "
and a shelter (Fig. 2A-B). The plate was self- shoebox shelter. Carbon black was easy to use and captured tracks [rdgfgg e B)) H?gh'ere;ir;ggt:bﬁﬁﬁwi rt?;ii ple::;ethanetlzl\\geclgijur;/eey}
adhesive paper with an ink-saturated pad in the accurately. The shoebox had the largest surface area, collected more ' '
center (Fig. 3A). Plates were centered In the tracks, and protected the track plate from the environment. It was
shelter and baited with sweet feed (Fig. 3B). stable and lightweight, did not compress vegetation, and could
Ink tracks were adhered to white paper for withstand flooding. Track plates were less expensive ($5 compared to
permanent retention (Fig. 3D). a $25 Sherman trap). One technician was needed to check track Pros: Track plates are a good alternative method to live capture.
Llj)s.iXveaclgmgsgle(\j/vgﬁ;ptzzltogIeS ACTOSs SPecies O. 2: Jumping mouse tracks were distinguishable from other ~ A) "M ;g[ﬁnﬁ’fo”ntg with human or natural disturbances.
J ' species (Fig.4, Table 1) due to their elongated hindprint -4 = ' Cons: Track olat e difficult t 4 with hioh track densit
O. 3: We compared capture rate (number of (Fig. 4A) and length of the foreprint toes (Fig. 4C). No = Odni. ratc ”p a eds mﬁy te' | I;C“ cc)lrea Wi ’ Igtj'f' ratt_c efnS| Y
captures/4 survey nights) and detectability differences in the foreprint pad arll _(;) n? allow III e?_ | |caf|don eyon h_geguts’ |Hen Tica "iﬂ 0 ]
between track plating and live capture methods width, pad length, and foot length B) ... 2 n I\clll tua SI,I Ort? ection o I en;ograp IE a a.l OWEVEL, ey may be
with a Wilcoxon signed-rank test. (Fig. 4B) were detected. ﬁiﬁ'ivb.'detﬁ 8;<1 : 12 | used to collect tissue samples for genetic analysis.
' ' 13.9 mm long - . i
sate bauncares Pad length|  8.85  0.11 R 7.0 mm long Conclusion: Track plates improve our ability to
ﬁmtr']zsr;fgg C) Total foot length| 4.36  0.49 g wEe _ _ _ _ _ _
ApacheNFboundary"‘,;,--;.",,;"'"""3"7" | = 3 5 Toel 14.23 0.01 I - _—h . 4. . deteCt Jumplng m|Ce, eStImate pOpUIaUOn Slze,
proposed Ped 1318 : Toe 2| 16.11 0.006 — “. - . . . . .
il +8 o Toed 1349 001 =33 A% and determine distribution and habitat use. Track
Y - Toe 4| 16.18 0.006 : : :
~35 « MIMG plates can be an effective tool for monitoring,
3
%2.5 “MIMO " Hind print ball of the foot ~ 22.5 mm long New Mexico meadow researCh, and fecove ry
S 5 u PEBO %4'4 mm long 7.6 mm long jumping mouse
S15 « PEMA =3 —
1 “ ZAHU | :
0.5 3 R o
0
1 2 3 4 »
Foreprint Toes -
_ | T /Figure 4. A) Track reference field guide. Jumping mouse partial hind prints of the ball of the foot and toes. B) Comparison of\ Project was supported with funding from U.S. Forest Service, AZ Game and
Figure 1. Jumping mouse range map. Study sites in foreprints across all species. C) Jumping mouse (ZAHU) foreprint toes are significantly longer than vole (MILO, MIMG, and Fish Department Heritage Fund, Natural Resources Conservation Service,
proposed critical habitat of Apache National Forest. _MIMO), and deer mouse (PEMA and PEBO) species. ) and Hooper Undergraduate Research Award. G. Davis, B. Keeley, P. Langle,

S. Langle, A. Nemecek, B. Noble and D. Smith provided field assistance.




