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Mammalian distributions in central Texas are not
well known. With the exception of Coke County
(Simpson and Maxwell, 1989), no comprehensive county
surveys have been conducted in this part of Texas. Al-
though the region was included in distribution maps
published by Davis and Schmidly (1994) and Hall
(1981), records reported are incidental and not the re-
sult of systematic collecting efforts.

DESCRIPTION OF
TOM GREEN COUNTY

Tom Green County (Fig. 1) is located in west-cen-
tral Texas between 31°05° and 31°42°N latitude and
between 100°07° and 100°41°W longitude, with a pan-
handle extending 24 miles westward from the northwest
comner of the county to 101°16°W. The county encom-
passes 989,440 acres (1,546 square miles) (Wiedenfeld
and Flores, 1976).

The county is situated in an ecotonal region where
the Edwards Plateau surrounds a westward extension
of the Rolling Plains (Blair, 1950). There are three major
physiographic regions present: floodplains, outwash
plains, and limestone slopes and tablelands, The flood-
plains are associated with the Concho River and its tribu-
taries. The most extensive outwash plain, Lipan Flat,
covers a large area in the middle half of the eastern part

of the county, the majority of which is cultivated. The
limestone slopes and tablelands cover the remainder of
the county, between the floodplains and surrounding
Lipan Flat. These areas are used mainly as rangelands
because the shallow rocky soils are not easily cultivated.

The vegetation types of Tom Green County are
shown in figure 2. The part of the county not cultivated
or urbanized today presents the appearance of a brush-
land or shrubland. Mesquite (Prosopis glandulosa),
juniper (Juniperus pinchotii), and associated woody
plants dominate where in the previous century open
savannahs and grasslands were more typical (Maxwell,
1979).

Tom Green County is within the boundary zone
between the Subtropical Subhumid climate of central
Texas, characterized by hot summers and dry winters,
and the Subtropical Steppe climate which includes the
region from the mid-Rio Grande Valley to the Pecos
Valley, characterized by semi-arid to arid conditions.
Large fluctuations in temperature are common. The
mean monthly low temperature in January is 0°C. The
mean monthly high temperature in July is 36°C. Mean
annual precipitation is 51 cm (Larkin and Bomar, 1983).

Most of the mammals collected before 1987 do
not include habitat information on specimen labels or
in catalogs. Furthermore, the complex interdigitation
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of geological, soil, and vegetation types in this county
render impractical the determination of narrowly de-
fined habitats from locality data for most specimens.
For these reasons we choose to describe ecological dis-
tributions of Tom Green County mammals in terms of
broadly defined habitats.

We recognize three principle native mammalian
habitats in Tom Green County: (1) Moderately deep to
deep-soiled floodplains and outwash plains support a
mesquite brushland-mixed grassland (mesquite-grass-
land). Local density of mesquite and other brush spe-
cies varies greatly in response to agricultural practices.
(2) Shallow-soiled limestone hills, bluffs, and platecau
uplands support a locally variable woody vegetation of
Juniper, platcau liveoak (Quercus fusiformis), and mes-
quite (Juniper-liveoak upland), (3) Stream courses and
adjacent floodplains support riparian woodlands, largely
of pecan (Carya illinoinensis), plateau liveoak, and

black willow (Salix nigra) where water quantity 1s suf-
ficient, and hackberry (Cellis sp.), mesquite, and river
walnut (Juglans microcarpa) where drier conditions
prevail (riparian). Figures 3-7 depict typical mamma-
lian habitats in Tom Green County.

METHODS AND MATERIALS

Although Tom Green County mammals have not
until now been surveyed methodically, incidental and
localized collections have been made over the past 30
years. Most specimens in the Angelo State Natural His-
tory Collection (ASNHC) taken prior to this study were
collected on the Head of the River Ranch, located about
5 mi. south of Christoval, the ASU Management In-
struction and Research Center (MIR), about 6.5 mi.
northwest of San Angelo, and the S Ranch, about 10
mi. north of San Angelo. Other collection sites were
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Fig. 1. Map of Tom Green County showing major streams and towns included in catalogued mammal specimen

localities.
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roadsides and fencelines, such as along U. S. Hwy 87
and Texas Hwy 277. Although field work in these ar-
eas continued throughout this investigation, our efforts
were concentrated on areas that had not yet been
sampled. Due to limited access, the panhandle was
sampled in only one area.

Records of mammals from Tom Green and sur-
rounding counties were requested from 23 mammal col-
lections at universities and muscums across the United
States. Eighteen responded, some with no records from
this or any adjoining county. During 1993, approxi-
maicly 30 landowners in the county were asked to com-
plete a survey that would indicate the status of some of
the larger mammals on their properties within the county.
The level of response was over 80 percent. Sce Boyd
(1994) for species range maps and an example of the
complete landowner survey.

The goal of this study was to obtain a sample of
each mammal population at each site examined using
standard tcchniques. Collection devices used include
Sherman live traps (3x3x9 in.), Museum Special snap
traps, Tomahawk live traps, pit traps, Macabee gopher
traps, and nylon mist nets. Other sources, such as hunt-
ers and trappers, were used for the collection of many of
the larger mammals, and animals killed on the roads
were salvaged periodically. Specimens and observa-
tion locations also were obtained from the United States
Department of Agriculture, Animal Damage Control
(USDA, ADC) trappers. Additional specimens, not
examined by us, arc listed separately in the species ac-
counts.

Most specimens collected in this study were pre-
pared as standard study skins with skulls and/or skel-
etons; some were preparcd as skulls or skeletons only.
All were deposited in the ASHNC. Soft tissues from
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Fig. 2. Map of Tom Green County vegetation types; modified from Eckhardt (1975) and McMahan et al. (1984).
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Fig. 3. Dense mesquite brushland in floodplain of the North Concho River.

Fig. 4. Light mesquite-mixed grassland near the South Concho River. This site
demonstrates secondary succession following brush control measures.
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Fig. 5. Juniper-mesquite savannah near the panhandle in the northwestern quadrant of
the county.

Fig. 6. Dense live oak-juniper-mesquite brushland near the southern county line.
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Fig. 7. Riparian forest of pecan at headwater of the South Concho River.

many specimens were deposited in the ASNHC collec-
tion of frozen tissues.

ACCOUNTS OF SPECIES

Eight orders and 19 familics of mammals were
found in this study. The following accounts treat 44
native and four introduced species of mammals that pres-
ently occur in Tom Green County. Of these, 17 are new
county records. These specics are designated by an as-
terisk before the name.  Additionally, five species have
been substantiated by specimens or historical accounts,
but likely have been extirpated. We have standardized
all localitics by pinpointing them as near to the actual
collection site as possible and recording N-S and E-W
mileages from the ncarest town, Most of the specinicns
cxamined are housed in the ASNHC. Additional records
refer to other collections with Tom Green County speci-
mens, including Midwestern State University Collee-
tion of Recent Mammals (MWSU); Museum of Verte-
brate Zoology, University of California, Berkeley
(MVZ); Strecker Muscum, Baylor University (SM);

Texas Cooperative Wildlife Collection, Texas A & M
University (TCWC); Texas Natural History Collection,
Texas Memorial Muscum, University of Texas at Aus-
tin (TNHC); Texas Wesleyan University (TWU); United
States National Muscum of Natural History (USNM);
and the Museum of Texas Tech University (TTU). Phy-
logenetic order and scientific names, with few excep-
tions, follow Wilson and Reeder (1993). Specics within
the same genus are entercd alphabetically. Vernacular
names follow Jones and Jones (1992). All measure-
ments of specimens arc in millimeters,

Didelphis virginiana Kerr
Virginia Opossum

Based on specimens in collections and sightings,
the Virginia opossum is common in a varicty of habitats
in this county, including riparian woodlands, mesquite-
grassland, cropland, and urban arcas.

Specimens examined.—1 mi. N, 1 mi. W
Christoval, 1; 5 mi. S Christoval, 2; 2 mi. SE
Knickerbocker, 1; 12 mi. N, 6.5 mi. E San Angelo, 1;
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8 mi. N, 6.8 mi. W San Angelo, 1; 4 mi. N, 5 mi. W
San Angelo, 1; 2 mi. N, 3 mi. E San Angelo, 1; 6.8 mi.
W San Angelo, 1; San Angelo, 8; 3 mi. S San Angelo,
1; 4.5 mi. S, 3 mi. W San Angelo, 1; 8.1 mi. S San
Angclo, 1; 10.5 mi. S San Angelo, 1; 14.9 mi. S, 14.9
mi. W San Angelo, 1; 5 mi. S Water Valley, 1 (TTU).

*Dasypus novemcinctus Linnaeus
Nine-banded Armadillo

Although the nine-banded armadillo frequently
appears in other ecological communities, it is most com-
mon in riparian forests, such as those found along the
banks of the Concho River and its tributaries. Schmudly
(1983) suggested that areas with dense vegetation sup-
port a greater population of armadillos probably because
there is a better food supply and also becausc any preda-
tors would have difficulty moving through dense, thormy
brush, which does not hinder the armadillo itself. A
population of D. novemcinctus on the Head of the River
Ranch, about 5 mi. south of Christoval, was studied by
Smith (1992). She reported that the density of armadil-
los in the study arca (around Anson Springs and Cole
Creck) was higher than others previously reported for
most of Texas.

Specimens examined— 4.3 mi. N, 1.2 mi. E
Christoval, 1; Christoval, 2; 5 mi, S Christoval, 2; 12
mi. N San Angelo, 1 (TTU); 6.4 mi. N, 6.6 mi. W San
Angelo, 1; 6.4 mi. N San Angclo, 1; San Angelo, 3; 7
mi. S San Angclo, 2; NW quadrant Tom Green County,
i

Cryptotis parva (Say)
Least Shrew

Until recently, the least shrew was unknown from
the west-central region of Texas. Maps by Davis and
Schmidly (1994), Hali (1981), and Schmidly (1983)
show the distributional limits of the least shrew in Texas
to be 50 mi. northeast and 120 mi. east of this county.
Dowler and Boyd (1996) reported three specimens from
Tom Green County, extending the range of this shrew
mto the Concho Valley region. One male collected on
7 August had a testes length of 3.

Specimens examined— 3 mi. N, 1.5 mi. W
Mereta, 1;3.3 mi. N, 3.6 mi. W San Angelo, 1; 1.5 mi.
S, 3 mi. E San Angelo, 1.

*Notiosorex crawfordi (Coues)
Desert Shrew

In Tom Green County, the desert shrew is found
in association with a variety of vegetation types: mes-
quite-juniper brush, mesquite-juniper-live oak associa-
tions, and mesquite-mixed grassland. Because of the
difficulty of capturing shrews, they may be more com-
mon within the county than is evident by the number
of specimens.

Specimens examined— 1.5 mi. W Christoval,
1; 4 mi. S Christoval, 2; 4 mi. N, 5 mi. W San Angelo,
4,

Lasionycteris noctivagans Le Conte
Silver-haired Bat

Texas records of the silver-haired bat, especially
females, are uncommon. The species is widespread
across northern North America and it has become cvi-
dent that L. noctivagans is merely a fall-spring mi-
grant in Texas (Davis and Schmidly, 1994). Dowler
et al. (1992) reported four records of this bat from the
Edwards Platcau, one of those being a male taken in
San Angelo on 30 Scptember 1974, the only record
to-date of L. noctivagans from Tom Green County.

Specimens examined.— San Angelo, 1.

Lasiurus borealis (Muller)
Eastern Red Bat

The castern red bat occurs throughout Texas, be-
ing particularly common in the castern part of the state
(Schmidly, 1991). Tt occurs within Tom Green County
in riparian forest habitats and in those residential ar-
cas which provide them with densc cover of large trecs.
One specimen was salvaged from a backyard swim-
ming pool in San Angelo (Yancey and Jones, 1996).
All Tom Green County collections of this bat have been
made between the months of May and October.

Specimens examined— 4 mi. S Christoval, 4;
San Angelo, 5; 1 mi. W Veribest, 1; 0.6 mi. S, 2.5 nu.
W Water Valley, 4.































































