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Background and Rationale

The salt marsh harvest mouse (Reithrodontomys raviventris, SMHM) is | ,_‘M.;"fﬂ.- ""7 . K Much remaining marsh habitat for SMHM exists as diked and managed
endemic to the salt and brackish marshes of the San Francisco Bay | | . wetlands. Understanding how various management activities in the
Estuary (SFE). Despite being listed as endangered since the early AR 1 built environment promote or hinder SMHM recovery is vital for
1970’s there is still very little data regarding the ecology of this %;* conservation efforts. By examining SMHM demographics, diet, and
species. Uncertainties regarding the value of habitat types hinder §2" 4B T, §8A ' “»= | habitat use in paired tidal and managed wetlands, we can understand
current and future conservation efforts and delay SMHM recovery. Ryl 19F i NG _i which aspects of each habitat support SMHM populations.
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Discussion and Management Implications

-

The SF Estuary is already a highly engineered and managed ecosystem. Future challenges like sea level rise will likely require further engineering and management.
The flexibility of SMHM to utilize built and managed habitats will be vital in the ability of this endangered species to persist in the future. Understanding which
foods SMHM eat in managed wetlands will allow duck clubs to grow mouse food. Further, understanding how flexible SMHM habitat requirements now appear to
be will allow managers performing habitat enhancement and restoration to achieve recovery objectives at a faster rate with more efficient resource use.




