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STATUS OF THE OPOSSUM IN TENNESSEE
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This paper deals with the status of the opossum (Didelphis
marsupialis) in Tennessee, particularly its distribution and den-
sity. The literature is sadly lacking in reports on the fauna of
Tennessee and the opossum is not an exception. This paper was
prepared primarily to place on record data collected on the
opossum during a wildlife survey of Tennessee. '

Current literature on the distribution of Tennessee mammals,
primarily that of Hamilton (1943) and Burt and Grossenheider
(1952), relies chiefly upon the reports of Rhoads (1896) and
Kellogg (1939) for information on Tennessee mammals. Rhoads’
report which is based on limited field work, contains the state-
ment that he did not see the opossum, but it was reported com-
mon throughout the State below elevations of 2,000 feet. Kellogg
(1939), stated, “The opossum seems to be distributed over the
whole State, occurring most frequently in the timbered bottom-
lands and in the rock ledges on the bluffs bordering the stream
valleys. In the mountainous sections of eastern Tennessee, the
vertical range of the opossum goes at least to 3,700 feet.” Kelloggs’
report was based on personal contact with the residents of
Tennessee. He examined specimens from the following counties:
1 — Benton; 1 — Carter; 2 — Grainger; — 1 Houston; 1 — Hum-
phreys; 1 — Lincoln; 3 — Montgomery; 1 — Sumner. Apparemly
these are the specimens currently in the joint collection of the
U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service and National Museum, as it was
reported to me that the following Tennessee opossum specimens
were in this collection: 1 — Big Sandy; 3 — Clarksville; 1 —
Danville; 1 — Frankwing; 1 — Roan Mountain; 1 — Rockland;
1 — Tennessee River; 2 — Thornhill. The University of Ten-
nessee Museum of Zoology contains one opossum specimen each
from Johnson and Knox Counties.

Hamilton (1948) and Burt and Grossenheider (1952) merely
show by means of maps that the distribution of the opossum in
Tennessee is statewide.

In addition to the above, some minor reports on the opossum
appear in the literature. Miller and Kellogg (1955) make no
specific comment on Tennessee but they do imply that the
opossum is distributed over the entire State. They designate
the subspecies as Didelphs marsupialis virginiana Kerr. Howell
(1909) makes no comment on the opossum in Tennessee. Ganier
(1928) remarks that, <. . . the opossum being very productive,
holds its own.” Wing (1940), reporting on a game survey en-
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compassing an area roughly between the Holston River and the
Tennessee-Kentucky state line, merely remarked that the opossum
was present. Goodpaster and Hoffmeister (1952) reported the
opossum common in the vicinity of Reelfoot Lake. In regard
to the Cumberland Plateau, Howell and Conaway (1952) re-
marked, “Tracks indicated that this species was generally dis-
tributed over the region.” Although they saw five opossum dead
on the highway, specimens were not collected. Conaway and
Howell (1953) reporting on some observations of mammals in
Johnson and Carter Counties make no reference to the opossum.

Lack of specific information concerning the distribution of
the furbearers and other fauna of Tennessee resulted in the
Tennessee Game and Fish Commission conducting a statewide
wildlife survey. Primary field work on this project was begun
in September, 1950, and was completed approximately thirteen
months later. The survey procedure (Schultz, 1952; 1954) in-
cluded a method of sampling known as “area sampling” which
permitted computation of sampling errors. In brief, the sampling
scheme consisted of a proportionate stratified random sample of
1,000 “sampling areas” in Tennessee which averaged five dwell-
Ings per area as indicated on state highway maps. This was a
sampling rate of 1 in 51. Heads of farm households dwelling
upon these areas were interviewed concerning the opossum
utilizing their farms and the “sampling areas.” Data collected
on this furbearer are presented in this paper and Schultz et. al.
(1954). The relative sampling errors (R.S.E.) indicate the
adequacy of sampling for all interviewees and also all respondents
reporting this animal on their farm. Ninety-five per cent con-
fidence limits on an estimated total (obtained by multiplying
the number of respondents by the sampling rate) of either all
heads of farm households or all such persons with the animal
utilizing their farm in a farming-type are obtained as follows:

= (Estimated Total) (R.S.E.) (2).

Farmer hunters were ‘requested to furnish information on ani-
mals hunted and trapped with the intent that such information
would assist in delineation of the range of the animal and pos-
sibly population densities.

Data obtained by personal interview have been tabulated on
a farming-type basis (Table 1). The farming-types (revised from
Luebke et al., 1947) or strata represent physiographic regions
as follows: Mississippi Bottoms, 1; Plateau Slope of West Ten-
nessee, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6; Highland Rim, 7, 8, 9, 11; Central Basin,
10; Cumberland Plateau, 12; Valley of East Tennessee, 13, 14;
Sequatchie Valley, 14A; Unaka Range, 15.

Although the data collected do not permit comments on rela-
tive densities, it is believed that they do establish the present
range of the opossum in Tennessee.




ence

86

‘s1eak 9AIJ ISB[ 91 SuULIp ‘BIIV WOIJ SI[TW § IdA0 JOU 10 fROIR U0 PIAI[ DARY OUyM sjuopuodsox Ajuo sopnpuy 4

‘Kroyexoqey
[eonsnelg 989[[0n MvIS MO YY) £q suoneindwod YIIm OdurLIeA JO siskfeue jo asn Aq panduwos (7 ‘¢ ¥) stoard Surpduwes dANRY ¢
66 001 66 86 8% 66 66 66 00l 66 66 L6 8 66 L6 V6 vore Supdwes uo
wnssodo gunaodox U 10J
§LLE Gl  ¥IL  FF yIr Lge Sy V6 031 oGT ¢81 16 LS L8¢ 9L 4l eoxe Guridwes uo
wmssodo Sunaodor wqunN
LO8G 6ol ¥3L 154 911 643 L1¥ 96 0g1 841 V81  ¥6 8¢ ¢ 8L 91 s1tuopuodsdr Jo HUINN

WV ONITINVS

'l 'L I'g TRt 16 99 96 a8 9'9 09 &% 89 0L €9 LL 84l waey wo wnssodo
YIIM SP[OYISNOY waey Jo SpeoH

a1 R 0¢ 601 L4 LG 66 88 L9 66 9F 89 L9 09 9L P9I sployasnoy uuiey jo speoy 1V
JO [2101 dJRWNSd I0] ST

66 66 36 96 68 G6 66 G6 66 36 96 06 66 a6 V6 8L uirey uo
wnssodo gunrodor Juad 1J
6666 06l ¥6L a9 331 664 L6¥ (8} LG 81 1496 SIT 89 GoF 16 16 wuey uo
wmssodo Sunxodox wqunN
099¢ 161 398 LS LG1 906 864 911 661 003 196 161 69 687 L6 L3 syuopuodsay Jo wqunN
B AR A S
[L21SN P | 4! ¢l sl 11 8 L 9 q 14 g [ 1

Journal of the Tennessee Academy of Sc

01 6
od£y-Surunrey

*SPOYQSNOY WLIEY JO SPEdY JO MIIAINUI [euosyod £q POUIULIdIIP SE IISSIUUIY, Ul wmnssodo 9y} Jo snyels ‘T dqeL,




Opossum in Tennessee 87

The opossum was reported as occurring on farms of 3,323
of the 3,560 respondents (Table 1). It is quite obvious that the
opossum is quite common in all farming types and that it is im-
possible to make a rational comment on the relative densities
throughout the State on the basis of the data in Table 1.

Of the 3,560 heads of farm households interviewed, 44.7 per
cent hunted with an estimate of 16 per cent of these hunters
hunting opossum. The 167 farmer opossum hunters interviewed
hunted a total of 1,058 trips and killed 1,747 opossum. It is esti-
mated that all farmer hunters captured 138,100 opossum, on
83,635 trips during the study period. The success ratio (animals
per trip) was 1.65, ranging from 0.81 to 6.00 in the farming
types. The average number of opossum taken by the farmer
hunter was 10.7 ranging from 1.3 to 23.9 in the farming-types.
These data are presented in detail in Schultz et al., 1954.

A total of 211 trappers dwelling in the country were con-
tacted and 43 per cent of these trapped opossum. Of the 4,060
animals reported trapped by these 211 trappers, 649 were opos-
sum. From these data it was established that all trappers of this
group trapped 16,550 opossum during the study period.

Opossum population trends on the sampling areas during the
five years preceding this study were reported as: up 89 per cent;
down, 6 per cent; no change, 30 per cent; unknown, 25 per cent.

It can be concluded that the opossum is commonly distributed
throughout Tennessee and is relatively important to the farmer
hunter and trapper.
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ERRATA

The following errors appeared in the paper “New Cave Beetles (Carabidae,
Trechini) from Tennessee and Kentucky”, vol. 34, no. 1, pp. 5-30.

Page Line
7 6 For “Aereagus’ read “Aedeagus”
7 15 For “O paratypes” read “60 paratypes’
7 21 For “Allotypes” read “Allotype”
7 39 For “graduations” read “gradations”
10 25 For “ellipitical” read “elliptical”
10 35 For “steac” read “setae”
10 52 For “Pseudanoprthalmus” read “Pseudanophthalmus”
11 3 For “Orconevtes” read “QOrconectes’”
20 43 For “Pseudanaphthalmus” read “pseudanophthalmus”
21 The following was omitted, and should be inserted after line 9:
Holotype: T1 4.12; hl 0.88; hw 0.73; pl 0.83; pw 0.88; el 2.21;
ew 1.47; ant 2.60.
Allotype: T1 3.82; hl 0.78; hw 0.78; pl 0.73; pw 0.83; el 2.11;
ew 1.32; ant 2.30.
21 10 For “Holotype” read “Description:”
21 44 For “larges” read “large”
22 36 For “Peannel” read “Jeannel”
26 21 For “ovbiously” read ‘obviously”

The magnifications of beetles and aedeagi in Figs. 1, 2, 4, and 6 should be
corrected as follows:
Fig. 1. X29; Fig. 2. X72; Fig. 4. (1), (2), and (3) X72; (4), X105; Fig. 6. X87




