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FREFACE

This profile of the mangrove commun-
ity of south Florida is one in a series
of community profiles which treat coastal
and marine habitats important to man. The
obvious work that mangrove communities do
for man includes the stabilization and
protection of shorelines; the creation and
maintenance of habitat for a great number
of animals, many of which are either
endangered or have commercial value; and
the provision of the basis of a food web
whose final products include a seafood
smorgasbord of oysters, crabs, lobsters,
shrimp, and fish. Less tangible but
equally important benefits include wilder-
ness, aesthetic and Tife support consider-
ations.

The information on these pages can
give a basic understanding of the mangrove
community and its role in the regional
ecosystem of south Florida. The primary
geographic area covered lies along the
coast between Cape Canaveral on the east

and Tarpon Springs on the west. Refer-
ences are provided for those seeking
in-depth treatment of a specific facet of
mangrove ecology. The format, style, and
level of presentation make this synthesis
report adaptable to a diversity of needs
such as the preparation of environmental
assessment reports, supplementary reading
in marine science courses, and the devel-
opment of a sense of the importance of
this resource to those citizens who
control its fate.

Any guestions or comments about or
requests for this publication should bte
directed to:

Information Transfer Specialist
National Coastal Ecosystems Team
U.S5. Fish and Wildlife Service
NASA-S1idell Computer Complex
1010 Gause Boulevard

S11dell, Louisiana 70458
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CHAPTER 1.

1.1 "MANGROVE" DEFINITION

The term "mangrove" expresses two
distinctly different concepts. One usage
refers to halophytic species of trees and
shrubs (halophyte = plant growing in
saline soil). In this sense, mangrove is
a catch-all, botanically diverse, non-
taxonomic expression given to approximate-
1y 12 families and more than 50 species
{Chapman 1970) of tropical trees and
shrubs (see Waisel 1972 for a detailed
list). While not necessarily closely
related, all these plants are adapted to
(1) Toose, wet soils, (2) a saline habi-
tat, (3) periodic tidal submergence, and
(4) usually have degrees of viviparity of
propagules {see section 2.3 for discussion
of "viviparity" and "propagules").

The second usage of the term mangrove
encompasses the entire plant community
fncluding individual mangrove species.
Synonymous terms include tidal forest,
tidal swamp forest, mangrove community,
mangrove ecosystem, mangal (Macnae 1968),
and mangrove SWamp.

For consistency, in this publication
we will use the word "mangrove” for indi-
vidual kinds of trees; mangrove community,
mangrove ecosystem or mangrove forest will
represent the entire assemhlage of "man-
groves".

1.2 FACTORS CONTROLLING MANGROVE DISTRI-
BUTTON

Four major factors appear to limit
the distribution of mangroves and deter-
mine the extent of mangrove ecasystem
development, These factors include (1)
climate, (2) salt water, (3) tidal fluc-
tuation, and (4) substrate.

Climate

Mangroves are tropical species and
do not develop satisfactorily in regions
where the annuaI everage temperature is
below 19°C or 669F (Waisel 1972).
Nermally, they do not tuTerate temperature
fluctuations exceeding 10°C (189F) or
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temperatures below freezing for any lenath
of time. Certain species, for example,
black mangrove, Avicennia germinans, on
the northern coast of the Gulf of Mexico,
maintain a semi-permanent shrub form by
growing back from the roots after freeze
damaqe.

Lugo and Zucca (1977) discuss the
impact of low temperature stress on Flori-
da mangroves. They found that mangrove
communities respond to temperature stress
by decreasing structural complexity (de-
creased tree height, decreased leaf area
index, decreased leaf size, and increased
tree density). They concluded that man-
groves growing under conditions of hiagh
soil salinity stress are less tolerant of
Tow temperatures. Presumahbly, other types
of stress (e.q., pollutants, diking) could
reduce the temperature tolerance of man-
groves.

High water temperatures can also be
1imiting, McMillan (1971) reported that
seedlings of black manqruve were kiH]ed by
teqferatures of 399 to 40% (102° to
104%F) although established seedlings and
trees were not damaged. To our knowledage,
upper temperature tolerances for adult
mangroves are not well known. We suspect
that water temperatures in the range 42°
to 45°C (1079 to 1139F) may be limiting.

Salt Water

Managroves are facultative halo-
phytes, i.e., salt water is not a physical
requirement (Bowman 1917; Egler 1948), In
fact, most mangroves are capable of
growing quite well in freshwater (Teas
1979). It is important to note, however,
that mangrove ecosystems do not develop in
strictly freshwater environments; salinity
is important in reducing competition from
other vascular plant species (Kuenzler
1974), See section 2.2 about salinity
tolerance of mangrove species.

Tidal Fluctuation

While tidal influence is not a
direct physiological reguirement for



mangroves, it plays an important indirect
role. First, tidal stress ([alternate
wetting and drying), in combination with
salinity, helps exclude most other
vascular plants and thus reduces competi-
tion. Second, in certain locations, tides
bring salt water up the estuary against
the outward flow of freshwater and allow
manqroves to become established well
intand. Third, tides may transport
nutrients and relatively clean water into
mangrove ecosystems and export accumula-
tions of organic carbon and reduced sulfur
compounds. Fourth, in areas with high
evaporation rates, the action of the tides
helps to prevent soil salinities from
reaching concentrations which might he
lethal to mangroves. Fifth, tides aid in
the dispersal of mangrove propagules and
detritus,

Because of all pf these factors,
termed tidal subsidies by E.P. Odum
{1971), mangrove ecosystems tend to reach
their greatest development around the
world in low-lying regions with relatively
large tidal ranges. Other types of water
fluctuation, e.q., seasonal variation in
freshwater runoff from the Florida Ever-
glades, can provide similar subsidies.

Substrate and Wave Energy

Mangroves grow best in depositional
environments with low wave energy. High
wave energy prevents establishment of
propaqules, destroys the relatively shal-
lTow manarove root system and prevents the
accumulation of fine sediments. The most
productive mangrove ecosystems develop
along deltaic coasts or in estuaries that
have fine-grained muds composed of silt,
clay and a high percentage of organic
matter. Anaerobic sediments pose no
problems for mangroves (see section 2.1)
and exclude competing vascular plant
species,

1.3 GEOGRAPHICAL DISTRIBUTION

Mangroves dominate approximately 75%
of the Hnrld s tropical coastline between
259N and 25°S latitude (McGill 1959). On

the east coast of Africa, in Australia and
in New Zealand, they extend 10° to 15°
farther south (Kuenzler 1974) and in
Japan, F1nr1da, Hermuda. and the Red Sea
they extend 5° to 7° farther north, These
areas of extended range generally occur
where oceanoqraphic conditions move un-
usually warm water away from the equator.

Although certain reqions such as the
tropical Inde-Pacific have as many as 30
to 40 species of mangroves present, only
three species are found in Florida: the
red mangrove, Rhizophora mangle, the black
mangrove, Avicennia germinans, and the
white mangrove, Laguncularia racemosa. A

fourth species, buttonwood, Conocarpus
erecta, is not a true mangrove (no ten-

dency to vivipary or root modification),

but is an important species in the transi-
tion zone on the upland edge of mangrove
ecosystems (Tomlinson 1980).

The ranges of mangrove species in
Florida have fluctuated over the past
several centuries in response to relative-
1y short-term climatic change. Currently,
the situation is as follows (Figure 1).
The red mangrove and the white mangrove
have been reported as far north as Cedar
Key on the west coast of Florida (Rehm
1976) and north of the Ponce de Leon Inlet
on the east coast (Teas 1977); hﬂth of
these extremes lie at approximately 29°10'
N latitude. Significant stands lie south
of Cape Canaveral on the east coast and
Tarpon Springs on the west coast. The
black mangrove has been reported as far
north as 30°N latitude on the east coast
of Florida (Savage 1972) and as scattered
shrubs along the north coast of the Gulf
of Mexico.

Intertidal Distribution

The generalized distribution of the
red and black mangrove in relation to the
intertidal zone is shown in Figure Za.
Local variations and exceptions to this
pattern occur commonly in response to
Tocalized differences in substrate type
and elevation, rates of sea level rise,
and a varjety of other factors (see sec-
tion 3.2 for a full discussion of mangrove
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zonation). Furthermore, it is important
to recognize that the intertidal zone in
most parts of Florida changes seasonally
(Provost 1974); there is a tendency for
sea level to be higher in the fall than in
the spring (Figure 2b). As a result the
"high marsh" may remain totally dry during
the spring and be continually submerged in
the autumn. This phenomenon further com-
plicates the textbook concept of the in-
tertidal, "low marsh" red mangrove and the
infrequently flooded, "high marsh" black
mangrove.

Mangrove Acreane in Florida

Estimates of the total acreage
occupied by mangrove communities in
Florida vary widely between 430,000 acres
and over 500,000 acres (174,000 ha to over
202,000 ha). Eric Heald (Tropical
Bioindustries, 9869 Fern 5t., Miami, Fla.:
personal communication 1981) has
identified several reasons for the lack of
agreement between estimates. These
include: (1) inclusion or exclusion in
surveys of small bays, ponds and creeks
which occur within mangrove forests, (2)
incorrect identification of mangrove areas
from aerial photography as a result of
inadeguate "ground-truth" observations,
poorly controlled aerial photography, and
simple errors of planimetry caused by
photography of inadequate scale.

The two most detailed estimates of
area covered by mangroves in Florida are
provided by the Coastal Coordinating Coun-
cil, State of Flarida (1974) and Birnhak
and Crowder (1974). Considerable dif-
ferences exist between the two estimates.
The estimate of Birnhak and Crowder
(1974), which is limited to certain areas
of south Florida, appears to be unrealis-
tically high, particularly for Monroe
County (Eric Heald, personal communication
1981). Coastal Coordinating Council
(1974) estimates a total of 469,000 acres
(190,000 ha) within the State and suggests
an expected margin of error of 15% (i.e.
their estimate lies between 400,000 and
540,000 acres or 162,000 and 219,000 hal.

According to this survey, ninety percent
of Florida's mangroves are located in the
four southern counties of Lee (35,000
acres or 14,000 ha), Collier (72,000 acres
or 29,000 ha), Monroe (234,000 acres or
95,000 ha), and Dade (81,000 acres or
33,000 ha).

Much of the area covered by mangroves
in Florida is presently owned by Federal,
State or County governments, ar by non-
profit organizations such as the MNational
Audubon Society. Approximately 280,000
acres (113,000 ha) fall into this category
(Eric Heald, personal communication 1981),
Most of this acreage is held hy the
Federal Government as a result of the land
being including within the Everglades
National Park.

1.4 MANGROVE SPECIES DESCRIPTIONS

The following descriptions come
largely from Carlton (1975) and Savange
(1972); see these publications for further
comments and photographs. For more
detailed descriptions of germinating seeds
(propagules) see section 2.3. The three
species are shown in Figqure 3.

The Black Mangrove (Avicennia germinans)

Avicennia germinans is synonymous
with A. nitida and is a member of the
fFamily Avicenniaceae (formerly classed
under Verbenaceae). The tree may reach a
height of 20 m (64 ft) and has dark, scaly
bark, Leaves are 5 to 10 cm (2 to 4
inches) in length, narrowly elliptic or
oblong, shiny green above and covered with
shart, dense hairs below. The leaves are
frequently encrusted with salt. This tree
is characterized by long horizontal or
"cable" roots with short vertical aerating
branches [pneumatophores) that profusely
penetrate the substrate below the tree.
Propagules are lima-bean shaped, dark
green while on the tree, and several
centimeters (1 inch) long. The tree
flowers in spring and early summer.



B]ati Haﬁgruve, Avicennia germinans

White Mangrove, Laguncularia racemosa

Figure 3. Three species of Florida mangroves with propagules, flowers, and leaves.



The White Mangrove (Laguncularia racemosa)

The white mangrove is one of 450
species of plants in 18 genera of the
family Combretaceae (synonymous wWith
Terminaliaceae). It is a tree or shrub
reaching 15 m (49 ft) or more in height
with broad, flattened oval leaves up to 7
¢m (3 inches) long and rounded at both
ends. There are two salt glands at the
apex of the petiole. The propagqule is
very small (1.0 to 1.5 c¢m or 0.4 to 0.6
inches long) and broadest at its apex.
Flowering occurs in spring and early
summer,

The Red Mangrove (Rhizophora mangle)

The red mangrove is one of more than
70 species in 17 genera in the family
Rhizophoraceae. This tree may reach 25 m
(80 ft) in height, has thin grey bark and
dark red wood, Leaves may be 2 to 12 cm
(1 to & inches) long, broad and blunt-
pointed at the apex. The Teaves are
shiny, deep green above and paler below.
It is easily identified by its charac-
teristic “"prop roots" arising from the
trunk and branches. The pencil-shaped
propagules are as much as 25 to 30 cm (10
to 12 inches) long after germination, It
may flower throughout the year, but in
Florida flowering occurs predominately in
the spring and early summer.

1.5 MANGROVE COMMUNITY TYPES

Mangrove forest communities exhibit
tremendous variation in form. For
example, a mixed scrub forest of black and
red mangroves at Turkey Point on Biscayne
Bay bears 1ittle resemblance to the
Tuxuriant forests, dominated by the same
two species, along the lower Shark River.

Lugo and Snedaker (1974) provided a
convenient classification system based on
mangrove forest physiogomy. They identi-
fied six major community types resulting
from different geological and hydrological
processes. Fach type has its own charac-
teristic set of environmental variables
such as soil type and depth, soil salinity

range, and flushing rates. Each community
type has characteristic ranges of primary
production, litter decomposition and car-
bon export along with differences in
nutrient recycling rates, and community
components. The community types as shown
in Figure 4 are as follows:

(1Y Overwash mangrove forests -
these islands are frequently overwashed hy
tides and thus have high rates of organic
export. All species of mangroves may he
present, but red mangroves usually domi-
nate, Maximum height of the mangroves is
about 7 m (23 ft).

(2) Fringe mangrove forests - man-
groves form a relatively thin fringe along
waterways. Zonation is typically as de-
scribed by Davis (1940) (see discussion in
section 3.2). These forests are best
defined along shorelines whose elevations
are higher than mean high tide. Maximum
height of the mangroves is about 10 m (32
ft).

{3) Riverine mangrove forests - this
cammunity type includes the tall flood
plain forests along flowing waters such as
tidal rivers and creeks. Although a shal-
low berm often exists along the creek
bank, the entire forest is usually flushed
by daily tides. A1l three species of
mangroyes are present, but red mangroves
{with noticeably few, short prop roots)
predominate. Mangroves may reach heights
of 18 to 20 m (60 to 65 ft).

f4) Basin manarove forests - these
forests occur inland in depressions chan-
neling terrestrial runoff toward the
coast., Close to the coast they are in-
fluenced by daily tides and are usually
dominated by red mangroves. Moving in-
land, the tidal influence lessens and
dominance shifts to hlack and white man-
groves. Trees may reach 15 m (49 ft) in
height.

(5) Hammock forests - hammock man-
grove communities are similar to the basin
type except that they occur on ground that
is slightly elevated (5 to 10 cm or 2 to 4
inches) relative to surrounding areas.



(1) OVERWASH FOREST

(3) RIVERINE FOREST

(5) HAMMOCK FOREST

(2) FRINGE FOREST

{4) BASIN FOREST
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(6) SCRUB FOREST

Figure 4. The six mangrove community types (Lugo and Snedaker 1974).



A11 species of mangroves may be present.
Trees rarely exceed 5 m (16 ft) in height,

(6) Scrub or dwarf forests - this
community type is limited to the flat
coastal fringe of south Florida and the
Florida Keys. A1l three species are
present. Individual plants rarely exceed
1.5 m (4.9 ft) in height, except where
they arow over depressions filled with
mangrove peat. Many of these tiny trees
are 40 or more years of age. MNutrients
appear to be limiting although substrate
{usually Timestone marl) must play a role.

Throughout this publication we have
attempted to refer to Lugo and Snedaker's
classification scheme wherever possible.
Without a system of this type, comparisons
between sites hecome virtually
meaningless.

1.6 SUBSTRATES

Understanding mangrove-substrate
relationships is complicated by the
ability of mangroves to grow on many types
of substrates and because they often alter
the substrate through peat formation and
by altering patterns of sedimentation. As
a result, mangroves are found on a wide
variety of substrates including fine,
inorganic muds, muds with a high organic
content, peat, sand, and even rock and
dead coral if there are sufficient
crevices for root attachment. Mangrove
ecosystems, however, appear to flourish
only on muds and fine-grained sands.

In Florida, the primary mangrove
s0i1s are either calcareous marl muds or
calcareous sands in the southern part of
the State and siliceous sands farther
north (Kuenzler 1974). Sediment distribu-
tion and, hence, mangrove development, 1is
controlled to a considerable extent by
wave and current energy. Low energy
shorelines accumulate fine-grained sedi-
ments such as mud and silt and usually
have the best mangrove growth. MHigher
energy shorelines (more wave action or
higher current velocities) are charac-
terized by sandy sediments and less pro-
ductive mangroves. If the wave energy

becomes too great, mangroves will not he
present. 0Of the three species of Florida
mangroves, white mangroves appear to
tolerate sandy substrates the best {per-
sonal ohservation), possibly because this
species may tolerate a gqreater depth to
the water table than the other two
species,

Mangroves in Florida often modify the
underlying substrate through peat deposi-
tion. It is not unusual to find layers of
mangrove peat several meters thick under-
lying well-established mangrove ecosystems
such as those along the southwest coast of
Florida. Cohen and Spackman {1974) pre-
sented a detailed account of peat forma-
tion within the various mangrove zones of
south Florida and also fn areas dominated
by black needle rush (Juncus roemerianus),
smooth cordgrass (Spartina alterniflora)
and a variety of other macrophytes; Cohen
and Spackman (1974) alse provide descrip-
tions and photoaraphy to aid in the iden-
tification of unknown peat samples.

The following descriptions come from
Cohen and Spackman (1974) and from the
personal observations of W.E. Odum and
E.J. Heald., Red mangroves produce the
most easily recognized peat. More recent
deposits are spongy, fibrous and composed
to a qreat extent of fine rootlets (0.2 to
3.0 mm in diameter). Also present are
larger pieces of roots (3 to 25 mm), bhits
of wood and leaves, and inorganic
materifals such as pyrite, carbonate
minerals, and quartz, Dlder deposits are
less easily differentiated although they
remain somewhat fibrous. Peat which has
recently been excavated is reddish-brown
although this changes to brown-black after
a short exposure to air. 0Older deposits
are mottled reddish-brown; deposits with a
high content of carbonates are gqreyish-
brown upon excavation,

Cohen and Spackman (1974) were unable
to find deposits of pure black mangrove or
white mangrove peat suggesting that these
two species may not form extensive depos-
its of peat while growing in pure stands.
There are, however, many examples of peats
which are mixtures of red mangrove
material and black mangrove roots. They



suggested that the hlack mangrove peats
identified hy Davis (1946) were probably
mixtures of peat from several sources.

Throughout south Florida the sub-
strate underlying mangrove forests may
consist of complicated patterns of
calcareous muds, marls, shell, and sand
interspersed and overlain by layers of
manarove peat and with limestone bedrock
at the bottom. Detailed descriptions of
this complex matrix and its spatial varia-
tion were given by Davis (1940, 1243,
1946), Enler (1952), Craighead (71964),
Zieman (1972) and Cohen and Spackman
(1974) among others. Scoffin (1970) dis-
cussed the ability of red mangrove to
trap and hold sediments about its prop
roots. 50 called "land-building" by man-
groves is discussed in section 3.2,

The long-term effect of mangrove peat
on mangrove distribution is not entirely
clear, Certainly, if there is no change
in sea level or if erosion is limited, the
accumulation of peat under stands of red
mangroves combined with deposition and
accumulation of suspended sediments will
raise the forest floor sufficiently to
lead to domination by black or white man-
groves and, ultimately, more terrestrial
species. Whether this is a common se-
guence of events in contemporary south
Florida is neot clear. It 15 clear that
peat formtion is a passive process and
occurs primarily where and when physical
processes such as erosion and sea level
rise are of minimal importance (Wanless
1974),

Zieman (1972) presented an inter-
esting argument suggesting that mangrove
peat may be capable of dissolving under-
lying limestone rock, since carbonates may
dissolve at pH 7.8. Through this process,
shallow depressions miaht become deeper
and the overlying peat layver thicker
without raising the surface of the forest
floor,

Data on chemical characteristics of
Florida mangrove soils and peat are
limited. Most investigators have found
mangrove substrates to be almost totally
anaerobic. Lee (1969) recorded typical Eh

values of -100 to -400 mv in mangrove
peats. Such evidence of strongly reducing
conditions are not surprising considering
the fine-grained, high organic nature of
most mangrove sediments. Although man-
groves occur in Tow organic sediments
{(less than 1% organic matter), typfcal
values for manarove sediments are 10% to
20% organic matter.

Lee (1969) analyzed 3,000- to 3,500-
year-old mangrove peat layers underlying
Little Black Water Sound in Florida Bay
for l1ipid carbon content. Peat 1ipid
content varied hetween 0.6 and 2.7 mg
1ipid=-C/agram of peat (dry wt) or about 3%
of the total organic carbon total. These
values usually increased with depth. Long
chain fatty acids (C-16 and C-18) were the
dominant fatty acids found.

Florida mangrove peats are usually
acidic, although the presence of carbonate
materials can raise the pH above 7.0.
Zieman (1972) found red mangrove peats to
range from pH 4.9 to 6.B; the most acid
conditions were usually found in the cen-
ter of the peat layer. Lee (1969) re-
corded a pH range from 5.8 to 6.8 in red
manqrove peat at the bottom of a shallow
embayment, Although Davis (1940) found a
difference between red mangrove peat (5.0
to 5.5) and black mangrove peat (6.9 to
7.2}, this observation has not been con-
firmed because of the previously mentioned
difficulty in finding pure black mangrove
peat.

Presumably, the acidic character of
mangrove peat results from release of
organic acids during anaerchic decomposi-
tion and from the oxidation of reduced
sulfur compounds if the peat is dried in
the presence of oxygen. This last point
explains why "reclaimed" mangrove areas
often develop highly acidic soils (pH 3.5
to 5.0) shortly after reclamation. This
"cat clay" problem has greatly complicated
the conversion of mangrove regions to
agricuTtural land in Africa and southeast
Asia (Hesse 1961; Hart 1962, 1963; Macnae
1968).

under-
soils is

In summary, although current
standing of mangrove peats and
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fragmentary and often contradictory, we
can outline several genperalizations:

(1) Mangroves can grow on a wide
variety of substrates including mud, sand,
rock, and peat.

{(2) Mangrove ecosystems appear to
flourish on fine-grained sediments which
are usually anaercbic and may have a high
organic content.

(3) Mangrove ecosystems which per-
sist for some time may modify the under-
lying substrate through peat formation.
This appears to occur only in the absence
of strong physical forces.

(4) Mangrove peat is formed pri-
marily by red mangroves and consists pre-
dominantly of root material.

(5) Red mangrove peats may reach
thicknesses of several meters, have a
relatively low pH, and may be capahle of
dissolving underlying layers of limestone.

{6) HWhen drained, dried, and
aerated, mangrove soils usually experience
dramatic increases in acidity due to the
oxidation of reduced sulfur compounds.
This greatly complicates their conversion
to agriculture.

1.7 WATER QUALITY

Water quality characteristics of sur-
face waters flowing through Flarida man-
grove ecosystems exhibit great variation
from one location to the next. Proximity
to terrestrial ecosystems, the ocean, and
human activities are all important in
determining overall water quality.
Equally important is the extent of the
mangrove ecosystem since drastic altera-
tions in water quality can occur within a
stand of mangroves.

In general, the surface waters
associated with mangroves are charac-
terized by (1) a wide range of salinities

from wvirtually fresh water to above 40 ppt
(discussed in section 2.2), (2) low macro-
nutrient concentrations (particularly
phosphorous), (3) relatively low dissolved
oxygen concentrations, and (4) frequently
increased water color and turbidity. The
last three characteristics are most pro-
nounced in extensive mangrove ecosystems
such as those adjacent to the Everglades
and least pronounced in small, scattered
forests such as the overwash islands in
the Florida Keys.

Walsh (1967), working in a mangrove
swamp in Hawaii, was one of the first to
document the tendency of manqgrove eco-
systems to act as a consumer of oxygen and
a sink for nutrients such as nitrogen and
phospharous, Carter et al, (1973) and
Lugo et al. (1976) confirmed these obser-
vations for Florida mangrove swamps. Evi-
dently, nutrients are removed and oxygen
consumed by a combination of periphyton on
mangrove prop roots, mud, organic detritus
on the sediment surface, the fine root
system of the mangroves, small inverte-
brates, benthic and epiphytic algae, and
bacteria and fungi on all these surfaces.

The results of oxygen depletion and
nutrient remaval are (1) dissolved oxygen
concentrations below saturation, typically
2 to 4 ppm and often near zero in stagnant
locations and after heavy, storm-generated
runoff, (2) very low total phosphorus
values, frequently below detection 1imits,
and (3) moderate total nitrogen values
(0.5 ta 1.5 ma/f1). In addition, TOC
{total organic carbon) may range from 4 to
50 ppm or even higher after rain; Eric
Heald (personal communication 1981) has
measured DOC (dissolved organic carbon)
values as high as 110 ppm in water flowing
from mangroves to adjacent bays. Tur-
bidity usually falls in the 1 to 15 JTU
(Jackson turbity units) range. The pH of
the water column in Florida swamps fis
usually between 6,5 and 8.0 and alkalinity
between 100 to 300 mg/1. Obviously, ex-
ceptions to all of these trends can occur.
Roth natural and human disturbance can
raise macronutrient levels markedly.

11



CHAPTER 2.

2.1 ADAPTATIONS TO NATURAL STRESS -
ANAEROBIC SEDIMENTS

Mangroves have a series of remarkable
adaptations which enable them to flourish
in an environment characterized by high
temperatures, widely fluctuating salini-
ties, and shifting, anaerobic substrates.
In this section we review a few of the
most important adaptations.

The root system of mangroves provides
the key to existence upon unfriendly sub-
strates (see Gill and Tomlinson 1971 for
an anatomical review of mangrove roots).
Unlike most higher plants, mangroves
usually have highly developed aerial roots
and modest below-ground root systems. The
aerial roots allow atmospheric gases to
reach the underground roots which are
embedded in anaerobic soils. The red
mangrove has a system of stilt or prop
roots which extend a meter (3 ft) or more
above the surface of the soil and contain
many small pores (lenticels) which at low
tide allow oxygen to diffuse into the
plant and down to the underground roots by
means of open passaqes called aerenchyma
(Scholander et al. 1955). The lenticels
are highly hydrophobic and prevent water
penetration into the aerenchyma system
during high tide (Waisel 1972).

The black mangrove does not have prop
roots, but does have small air roots or
pneumatophores which extend vertically
upward from the underground roots to a
height of 20 to 30 cm (8 to 12 inches)
above the soil. These pneumatophores
resemble hundreds of tiny fingers sticking
up out of the mud underneath the tree
canopy. At low tide, air travels through
the pneumatophores into the aerenchyma
system and then to all livina root tis-
sues. The white mangrove usually does not
have either prop roots or pneumatophores,
but utilizes lenticels in the lower trunk
to obtain oxygen for the aerenchyma sys-
tem. "Peg roots" and pneumatophores may
he present in certain situations (Jenik
1967).

Mangroves achieve structural stabili-
ty in at least two ways. Species such as
the red mangrove use the system of prop

AUTECOLOGY OF MANGROVES

roots to provide a more or less firm foun-
datfon for the tree. Even though the prop
roots are anchored with only a modest
assemblage of underground roots, the hari-
zontal extent of the prop root system
insures considerable protection from all
but the worst of hurricanes. 0Other man-
grove species, including the black man-
grove, obtain stability with an extensive
system of shallow, underground "cable"
roots that radiate out from the central
trunk for a considerable distance in all
directions; the pneumatophores extend up-
ward from these cable roots. As in all
Florida mangroves, the underground root
system is shallow and a tap root fis
lacking (Walsh 1974), As Zieman (1972)
found, individual roots, particularly of
red mangroves, may extend a meter or more
downward in suitable soils.

From the standpoint of effectiveness
in transporting oxygen to the underground
roots, both prop roots and cable roots
seem equally effective. From the perspec-
tive of stability, the prop roots of red
mangroves appear to offer a distinct ad-
vantage where wave and current energies
are high,

Unfortunately, as pointed out by Odum
and Johannes (1975), the same structure
which allows mangroves to thrive in an-
aerobic soil 1s also one of the tree's
most vulnerable components. Exposed por-
tions of the aerial root system are sus-
ceptible to clogging by fine suspended
material, attack by root borers, and pro-
longed flooding (discussed further in
section 12.1). Such extended stress on
the aerial roots can kill the entire tree,

2.2 ADAPTATIONS TO NATURAL STRESS -
SALINITY

Mangroves accommodate fluctuations and
extremes of water and soil salinity
through a variety of mechanisms, although
not all mechanisms are necessarily present
in the same species. Scholander et al.
(1962) reported experimental evidence for
two major methods of internal ion regula-
tion which they identified in two dif-
ferent groups of mangroves: (1) the salt
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exclusion species and (2) the salt excre-
tion species. In addition, some mangroves
utilize succulence and the discarding of
salt-laden organs or parts (Teas 1979).

The salt-excluding species, which
include the red mangrove, separate
freshwater from sea water at the root
surface by means of a non-metabolic ultra-
filtration system (Scholander 1968). This
“reverse osmosis" process is powered by a
high negative pressure in the xylem which
results from transpiration at the leaf
surface, S5alt concentration in the sap of
salt-excluding mangroves is about 1/70 the
salt concentration in sea water, although
this concentration is almost 10 times

higher than found in normal plants
(Scholander et al. 1962).
Salt-secreting species, 1including

black and white mangroves (Scholander
1968), use salt glands on the leaf surface
to excrete excess salt. This is probably
an enzymatic process rather than a physi-
cal process since it is markedly tempera-
ture sensitive (Atkinson et al. 1967).
The process appears to fnvolve active
transport with a requirement for biochemi-
cal energy input. As a group, the salt
secreters tend to have sap salt concentra-
tions approximately 10 times higher (1/7
the concentration of sea water) than that
of the salt excluders.

In spite of these two general tenden-
cies, it is probably safe to say that
individual species utilize a variety of
mechanisms to maintain suitable salt
balance (Albert 1975). For example, the
red mangrove is an effective, but not
perfect, salt excluder. As a result this
species must store and ultimately dispose
of excess salt in Teaves and fruit (Teas
1979). Most salt secreters, including
white and black mangroves, are capable of
limited salt exclusion at the root sur-
face. The white mangrove, when exposed to
hypersaline conditions, not only excludes
some salt and secretes excess salt through
its salt glands, but also develops
thickened succulent leaves and discards
salt during leaf fall of senescent leaves
(Teas 1979).

There appears to be some variation in
the salinity tolerance of Florida man-
groves. The red mangrove is prohahly
Timited by sofl salinities above 60 to £5
ppt. Teas (1979) recalculated Bowman's
(1917) data and concluded that transpira-
tion in red mangrove seedlings ceases
above 65 ppt. Cintron et al. (1978) found
more dead than living red mangrove trees
where interstitial soil salinities ex-
ceeded 65 ppt.

On the other hand, white and black
mangroves, which both possess salt excre-
tion and limited salt exclusion mech-
anisms, can exist under more hypersaline
conditions. Macnae (1968) reported that
black mangroves can grow at sofl salini-
ties greater than 90 ppt. Teas (1979)
reported dwarfed and gnarled black and
white mangroves occurring in Florida at
s0il salinities of BO ppt.

There may be an additional factor or
factors involved in salinity tolerance of
mangroves. McMillan (1975) found that
seedlings of black and white mangroves
survived short-term exposures to 80 ppt
and 150 ppt sea water if they were grown
in a soil with a moderate clay content.
They failed to survive these salinities,
however, if they were grown in sand. A
soil with 7% to 10% clay appeared to be
adequate for increased protection from
hypersaline conditions.

Vegetation-free hypersaline lagoons
or bare sand flats in the center of man-
grove ecosystems have been described by
many authors (e.g., Davis 1940; Fosberg
1961; Bacon 1970). These features have
been variously called salitrals (Holdridge
1940), salinas, salterns, salt flats, and
salt barrens. Evidently, a combination of
low seasonal rainfall, occasional inunda-
tion by sea water, and high evaporation
rates results in soil salinities above 100
ppt, water temperatures as high as 45°C
(113°F) in any shallow, standing water,
and subsequent mangrove death (Teas 1979).
Once established, salinas tend to persist
unless regular tidal flushing is enhanced
by natural or artificial changes in tidal
circulation.
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Althouah salinas occur frequently in
Florida, they are rarely extensive in
area. For example, between Rookery Bay
and Marco Island (south of Naples,
Florida) there are a series of salinas in
the black mangrove-dominated zone on the
upland side of the mangrove swamps. These
hypersaline lagoons occur where the normal
flow of fresh water from upland sources
has been diverted, presumably resulting in
elevated soil salinities during the dry
winter months,

In summary, salinity is a problem for
manaroves only under extreme hypersaline
conditions. These conditions occur natu-
rally in Florida in irreqularly flooded
areas of the "high swamp" above the normal
high tide mark and are accompanied by high
sofl salinities. Florida manaqroves,
listed in order of increasing salinity
tolerance, appear to be red, white, and
black.

2.3 REPRODUCTIVE STRATEGIES

As pointed out by Rabinowitz (1978a),
virtually all manaroves share two common
reproductive strategies: dispersal by
means of water (van der Pijl 1972) and
wivipary (Macnae 1968; Gi1l and Tomlinson
1969). Vivipary means that the embryo
develops continuously while attached to
the parent tree and during dispersal.
Since there is uninterrupted development
from zygote throuah the embryo to seedling
without any intermediate resting stages,
the word "seed" is inappropriate for
viviparous species such as mangroves; the
term "propagule” is oenerally used in its
place,

While the phenology of black and
white mangroves remains sketchy, Gill and
Tomlinson (1971) thoroughly described the
sequence of flowering in the red mangrove.
Flowering in this species may take place
at any time of the year, at least in
extreme south Florida, but reaches a maxi-
mum in the late spring and summer, The
flowers open approximately 1 to 2 months
after the appearance of buds. The flower
remains intact only 1 to 2 days; this

probahly accounts for the low fertiliza-
tion rate, estimated by Gill and Tomlinson
at 0% to 7.2% Propagule development is
slow, ranging from 8 to 13 months., Savage
(1972) mentions that on the Florida qulf
copast, red manarove propagules mature and
fall from the tree from July to September.
Yithin the Everglades National Park, black
mangroves flower from May until July and
bear fruit from August until November
while white mangroves flower from May to
August and bear fruit from July to Dctober
(Loope 1980).

The propaqules of the three species
of Florida mangroves are easy to differen-
tiate. The following descriptions all
come from Rabinowitz (1978a). White man-
grove propagules are small and flattened,
weigh less than a gram, are about 2 cm
long, are pea-green when they fall from
the parent tree, and turn mud-brown in two
days or so. The pericarp (wall of the
ripened propagule) serves as a float and
is not shed until the seedling is estab-
lished. During dispersal the radicle
{embryonic root) emerges from the propa-
qule, This germination during dispersal
has led Savage (1972) to refer to the
white mangrove as "semi-viviparous”.

The propagules of the black mangrove
when dropped from the tree are oblong-
elliptical (resemble a flattened olive),
weigh about 1 g and are about 2 cm long.
The pericarp is lost within a few days
after dropping from the tree; at this
point the cotyledons (primary leaves)
unfold and the propagule resembles two
hutterflies on top of one another.

Propagules of the red mangrove under-
go extensive vivipary while on the tree.
When propagules fall from the tree they
resemble large green beans. They are rod-
shaped with pointed ends, about 20 cm
long, and weigh an average of 15 g.

Propagules of all three species float
and remain viable for extended periods of
time, Apparently, there is an obligate
dispersal time for all Flerida mangroves,
j.e., a certain period of time must elapse
during dispersal for germination to be
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complete and after which seedling estab-
lishment can take place. Rabinowitz
{1978a) estimates the obligate dispersal
period at approximately 8 days for white
mangroves, 14 days for black, and 40 days
for red. She further estimates the addi-
tional time for root establishment at 5,
7, and 15 days for white, black, and red
mangroves, respectively. Her estimate for
viable longevity of the propagules is 35
days for white mangroves and 110 days for
black. Davis (1940) reports viable propa-
gules of red mangroves that had been kept
floating for 12 months.

Rabinowitz (1978a) also concluded
that black and white mangroves require a
stranding period of 5 days or more above
the influence of tides to take hold in the
soil. As a result, these two species are
usually restricted to the higher portions
of the mangrove ecosystem where tidal
effects.are infrequent,

The elongated red mangrove propagule,
however, has the potential to become
established in shallow water with tidal
influence. This happens in at Teast two
ways: (1) stranding in a vertical posi-
tion (they float vertically) or (2}
stranding in a horizontal position,
rooting and then vertical erection by the
plant itself. Lawrence (1949) and Rabino-
witz (1978a) felt that the latter was the
more common method, M. Walterding (Calif,
Acad. S5ci., San Francisco; personal com=
munication 1980) favors vertical estab-
lishment; based upon his observations,
surface water turbulence works the propa-
gule into the substrate during falling
tides.

Mortality of established seedlinags
seems to be related to propagule size.
Working in Panama, Rabinowitz (1978b)
found that the mortality rate of mangrove
seedlings was inversely correlated with
initial propagule size. The white man-
grove, which has the smallest propagule,
has the highest rate of seedling mortal-
ity. The black mangrove has an interme-
diate mortality rate while the red man-
grove, with the largest propagule, has the
lowest seedling mortality rate., She

concluded that species with small
propagules establish new cohorts annually
but die rapidly, while species such as the
red mangroves may have long-lived and
often overlapping cohorts.

Propagule size and seedling mortality
rates are particularly important in con-
siderations of succession and replacement
in established mangrove forests. Light is
usually the most serious limiting factor
underneath existing mangrove canopies.
Rabinowitz (1978b) suggested that species
with short-lived propagules must hecome
established in an area which already has
adequate 1ight levels either due to tree
fall or some other factor. In contrast,
red mangrove seedlings can become estab-
Tished under an existing, dense canopy and
then, due to their superior embryonic
reserves, are able to wait for months for
tree fall to open up the canopy and pre-
sent an opportunity for growth.

2.4 BIOMASS PARTITIONING

Few investigators have partitioned
the total biomass, aboveground and below-
ground, contained in a mangrove tree. An
analysis of red mangroves in a Puerto
Rican forest by Golley et al. (1962) gives
some fnsight into what might be expected
in south Florida. Aboveground and below-
qround biomass existed in a ratio of 1:1
if fine roots and peat are ignored (Figure
5). In this case, peat and very fine
roots (smaller than 0.5 cm diameter) ex-
ceeded remaining biomass by 5:1. Lugo et
al., (1976) reported the following values
for a south Florida red mangrove overwash
forest. A1l values were reported in dry
grams per square meter, plus and minus one
standard error, and ignoring beiawgrgund
biomass. Thg_y found 7]0 * 22 g/m® of
Teavq&, IE;EZ- 15.3 a/m° of propagules,
7043 I 7 g/m* of wood, 4695 % 1 o/m of
prop roots and 1565 I 234.5 q/m° of detri-
tus on the forest floor.

Biomass partitioning between dif-
ferent species and locations must be
highly variahle. The age of the forest
will influence the amount of wood biomass;
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Figure 5. (a) Aboveground and belowground biomass of a Puerto Rican red mangrove

forest. Values in parentheses are dry g/mé; large roots = 2 cm+ in diameter,
small roots = 0.5 - 1.0 ¢em. (b) Vertical distribution of 1ight intensity in the

same forest; canopy height is 8 m (26 ft) (both figures adapted from Golley et al.
1962).
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detritus varies enormously from one site
to the next depending upon the amount of
fluvial transport. The hiomass charac-
teristics of a scrub forest probably bear
little resemblance to those of a fringing
forest, At the present time, there is not
enough of this type of data available to
draw many conclusions. One intriguing
point is that red mangrove leaf biopass
averages between 700 and BOO g/m® at
various sites with very different forest
morphologies (0dum and Heald 1975a). This
may be related to the tendency of mangrove
cangpies, once they have become estab-
lished, to inhibit leaf production at
lower levels through self-shading.

Golley et al. (1962) showed that the
red mangrove canopy is an extremely effi-
cient light interceptor. Ninety—five
percent of the available Tight had been
intercepted 4 m (13 ft) below the top of
the canopy {Figure 5). As a result, 90%
of the leaf biomass existed in the upper 4
m of the canopy. Chlorophyll followed the
same pattern of distribution.

The leaf area index (LAI} of mangrove
forests tends to be relatively low. Gol-
lTey et al. (1962) found a LAI of 4.4 for a
Puerto Rican red mangrove forest. Lugo et
al. (1975) reported a LAl of 5.1 for a
Florida black mangrove forest and 3.5 for
a Florida fringe red mangrove forest. A
different black mangrove forest, in Flori-
da, was found to have values ranging fraom
1 to 4 and an average of 2 to 2.5 (Lugo
and Zucca 1977). These values compare
with LAl's of 10 to 20 recorded for most
tropical forests (Golley et al. 1974).
The low leaf area values of mangrove
forests can be attributed to at least
three factors: (1) effective light inter-
ception by the mangrove canopy, (2) the
inability of the lower mangrove leaves to
flourish at low light intensities, and (3)
the absence of a Tow-light-adapted plant
layer on the forest floor.

2.5 PRIMARY PRODUCTION

Prior to 1970 virtually no informa-
tion existed concerning the productivity

of mangroves in Florida. Since that time
knowledge has accumulated rapidly, but it
is still unrealistic to expect more than
preliminary statements about Florida man-
grove productivity. This deficiency can
be traced to (1) the difficulties asso-
ciated with measurements of mangrove pro-
ductivity and (2) the variety of factors
that affect productivity and the resulting
variations that exist from site to site.

Productivity estimates come from
three methads: (1) harvest, (2) gas ex-
change, and (3) litter fall. Harvest
methods require extensive manpower and
knowledge of the age of the forest. They
are hest employed in combination with
silviculture practices. Since silvicul-
ture of south Florida mangroves is practi-
cally non-existent, this method has rarely
been used in Florida. MNoakes (1955},
Macnae (1968), and Walsh (1974) should be
consulted for productivity estimates based
on this technique in other parts of the
world,

Gas exchange methods, based an
measurements of C0; changes, have the
advantage of precision and response to
shart-term changes in light, temperature,
and flooding. They include both above-
ground and belowaround production. 0On the
negative side, the necessary equipment is
expensive and tricky to operate properly.
Moreover, extrapolations from short-term
measurements to long-term estimates offer
considerable opportunity for error.
Nevertheless, the best estimates of pro-
ductivity come from this method.

The litter fall technique (annual
litter fall x 3 = annual net primary pro-
duction) was proposed by Teas (1979) and
is based on earlier papers by Bray and
Gorham (1964) and Golley (1972) for other
types of forests. This is a quick and
dirty method although the lack of pre-
cision remains to be demonstrated for
mangroves., An even quicker and dirtier
method proposed by Teas {1979) is to (1)
estimate leaf standing crop (using various
technigues including harvesting or light
transmission relationships) and (2) multi-
ply by three. This assumes an annual leaf
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turnover of one, which is supported by the
data of Heald (1969) and Pool et al.
{1971).

Mangrove productivity is affected by
many factors; some of these have been
recognized and some remain totally ob-
scure. Carter et al. (1973) propose
lumping these factors into two broad cate-
qories: tidal and water chemistry. We
helieve that a number of additional cate-
gories should be considered,

A minimal, though incomplete, list of
factors controlling mangrove productivity
must include the following:

* species composition of the stand
* age of the stand

presence or absence of

species

competing

* degree of herbivory

* presence or ahsence of disease and
narasites

* depth of substrate

* substrate type

* nutrient content of substrate

* nutrient content of overlying water
* salinity of soil and overlying water

* transport efficiency of oxygen to root
system

* amount of tidal flushing
* relative wave energy
* presence or absence of nesting birds

* perfodicity of severe stress
canes, fire, etc.)

(hurri-

* time since last severe stress

* characteristics of ground water

* inputs of toxic compounds or nutrients
from human activities

* human  influences such as diking,
ditching, and altering patterns of
runoff.

In spite of the difficulties with
various methods and the interaction of
controlling factors, it is possible to
make general statements about certain
aspects of mangrove productivity. For
example, Waisel's (1972) statement that
mangroves have low transpiration rates
seems to be generally true in Florida.
Lugo et al. (1975) repErted transpiration
rates of 2,500 g Ho0/m®/day for mangrove
leaves in a ﬁriﬂg2 ng red mangrove forest
and 1,482 g H,0/m*/day for black mangrove
Teaves, This is approximately one-third
to one-half the value found in temperate
broad leaf forests on hot dry days, but
comparahle to tropical rainforests (H.T.
Odum and Jordan 1970). The low transpira-
tion rates of mangroves are probably re-
lated to the energetic costs of main-
taining sap pressures of -35 to -60 atmo-
spheres (Scholander et al. 19A5),

Litter fall (leaves, twigs, bark,
fruit, and flowers) of Florida manarove
furgsts appears to average 2 to 3 dry
g/m-day in most well-developed mangrove
stands (see discussion in section 3.4).
This can be an order of magnitude lower in
scrub forests.

Wood production of managroves appears
to be high compared to other temperate and
tropical trees, although no measurements
from Florida are available. Noakes (1955)
estimated that the wood production of an
intensively managed Malayvan forest was
39.7 metric tons/ha/year. Teas (1979)
suggested a wood production estimate of 21
metric tons/ha/year for a mature unmanaged
red mangrove forest in south Florida. His
figure was calculated from a litter/total
biomass relationship and is certainly
subject to error.

Representative estimates of qross
primary production (GPP) net primary
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production (NPP), and respiration (R) of
Florida mangroves are given in Table la.
Compared to net primary production (NPP)
estimates from other ecosystems, including
aqricultural systems (E.P. Odum 1971}, it
appears that mangroves are among the
world's most productive ecosystems.
Healthy mangrove ecosystems appear to be
more productive than sea grass, marsh
grass and most other coastal systems.

Further examination of Table la re-
veals several possible tendencies. The
first hypothetical tendency, as discussed
by Lugo et al. (1975), is for red mangroves
to have the highest total net production,
black to have intermediate values and
white the lowest. This conclusion assumes
that the plants occur within the zone for
which they are best adapted (see section
3.2 for discussion of zonation) and are
not existing in an area with strong Timit-
ing factors. A scrub red mangrove forest,
for example, growing under stressed condi-
tions [high s0i1 salinity or low nutrient
supply), has relatively low net produc-
tivity (Teas 1979). The pre-eminent posi-
tion of red mangroves is shown by the
comparative measurements of photosynthesis
in Table lb; measurements were made within
canopy leaves of trees growing within
their zones of optimal growth.

A second noteworthy tendency is that
red mangrove GPP decreases with increasing
salinity while GPP of black and white
mangroves increases with increasing
salinity up to a point. Estimates of Hicks
and Burns (1975) demonstrate that this may
be a real tendency (Table lc).

Data presented by Miller (1972),
Carter et al. (1973), Lugo and Snedaker
(1974), and Hicks and Burns (1975) sug-
gest a third hypothetical tendency,
assuming occurrence of the species within
its adapted zone. It appears that the
black mangrove typically has a much higher
respiration rate, lower net productivity,
and lower GPP/R ratio than the red man-
grove. This can be attributed at Jeast
partially, to the greater salinity stress
under which the black mangrove usually
grows; this leads to more osmotic work.

These three apparent tendencies have
led Carter et al. (1973) and Lugo et al.
{1976) to propose a fourth tendency, an
inverted U-shaped relationship between
waterway position and net mangrove com-
munity productivity (Figure 6). This
tendency is best understood by visualizing
a typical gradient on the southwest coast
of Florida. At the landward end of the
gradient, salinities are very low,
nutrient runoff from terrestrial eco-
systems may be high and tidal amplitude is
minor. At the seaward end, salinities are
relatively high, tidal amplitude is rela-
tively great and nutrient concentrations
tend to be lower. At either end of the
gradient, the energetic costs are high and
a large percentage of GPP is used for
self-maintenance; at the landward end,
competition from freshwater plant species
is high and at the seaward end, salinity
stress may be Timiting. In this sceparia,
the highest NPP occurs in the middle
reqion of the gradient; salinity and tidal
amplitude are high enough to limit compe-
tition while tidal flushing and moderate
nutrient levels enhance productivity.
Hicks and Burns (1975) present data to
suppart this hypothesis.

In addition to these hypotheses
generated from field data, there have heen
two significant, published attempts to
derive hypotheses from mathematical simu-
lation models of mangroves. The first
(Miller 1972) is a model of primary pro-
duction and transpiration of red mangrove
canopies and is based upon equations which
utilize field measurements of the energy
budgets of individual leaves. This model
predicts a variety of interesting trends
which need to be further field tested.
One interesting hypothesis generated by
the model is that maximum photosynthesis
of red mangrove stands should occur with a
leaf area index (LAI) of 2.5 if no accli-
mation to shade within the canopy occurs;
higher LAI's may lead to decreased produc-
tion. Another prediction is that red
mangrove production is most affected by
air temperature and humidity and, to a
lesser degree, by the amount of solar
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Table la.
except annual NPP = metric tons/ha/fyr.

primary production, L.F.
mangruve,

cstimates of mangrove production in Florida.

on cloudy days.

= annual
B = black mangrove.

A1l values are gt!mzfday

GPP = gross primary production, NPP = net
Titter fall X 3, R = red mangrove, W = white
Observations 6 and 7 were on sunny days, B and 9

Species GPP Respiration NPP Annual MNPP Method Reference

ﬂ1;ed R 24.0 11.4 .6 46.0 Gas exchange Hicks & Burns (1975)
L

B 18.0 12.4 .6 20.5 Gas exchange Lugo & Snedaker (1974)
Mature A - o 20.5 L.F. Teas (1979)

Scrub R cwa? = .0 3.8 L.F. Teas (1979)

Basin B8 st ---4 4 B.6 L.F Teas (1979)

R (June) 12.8 7.3 .5 20.3 Gas exchange Miller (1972)

K (Jan.) 3.4 5.1 .3 15.7 Gas exchange Miller (1972)

# (June) 10.3 6.8 <5 12.8 Gas exchange Miller (1972)

R (Jdan.) 10.2 5.0 . 18.8 Gas exchange Miller (1972)

Mixed R,W, 13.9 9,1 .8 17.5 Gas exchange Carter et al. (1973)
Bl{riverine)

Mixed R,M, 11.8 4.3 .5 27.4 Gas exchange Carter et al. (1973)
B(basin)

B 9.0 6.2 .8 9.4 Gas exchange Lugo et al. (1976)
i1 6.3 1.5 .4 16.1 Gas exchange Lugo et al. (1976)

“Method does not produce this data.



Table 1b.

Comparative me
gC/m2/day {Lugo et al. 18

rements of photosynthesis in

Mangrove type Daytime net Nighttime PHIR
photosynthesis respiration

Red .38 0.23 6.0

Black 2% 0.53 2.3

White 58 D.17 3.4

Red (seedling) .31 1.88 negative

Table lc.
salinities

Gross primary production (GPP) at different
{Hicks and Burns 1975).

Mangrove type

Average surface
salinity (ppt)

(gC/m2/day)

Red
Red
Red
Black
Black
Black
White
White

21.
26.

21.
26.
21.
26.
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Figure 6. The hypothetical relationship between waterway position and community
net primary production of Florida mangrove forests (based on Carter et al. 1973).
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radiation within the ambient range. Gross
photosynthesis per unit leaf area was
greater at the top of the tree canopy than
at the bottom, although the middle levels
had the greatest production.

Miller (1972) concluded by suggesting
that the canopy distribution of red man-
arove leaves 1s nearly optimal for ef-
ficient water utilization rather than
production. This indicates that the cano-
py is adapted to maximizing production
under conditions of saturated water sup-

ply.

The mangrove ecosystem mode]l reported
by Lugo et al. (1976) provides hypotheses
an succession, time to arrive at steady
state conditions [see section 3.2), and
several aspects of productivity. The
model output suggests that the relative
amount of tidal amplitude does not affect
GPP sisnificantly; instead, GPP appears to
be extremely sensitive to inputs of ter-
restrial nutrients. It follows that loca-
tions with large amounts of nutrient input
from terrestrial sources (riverine man-
arove communities) have high rates of
mangrove production (see section 3.3).
A1l simulation model-generated hypotheses
need to be field tested with a particular-
ly critical eye, since the simplifying
assumptions that are made in constructing
the model can lead to overly simplistic
ANsSwers.

Mangrove productivity research re-
mains in an embryonic stage. Certain
preliminary tendencies or hypotheses have
been identified, but much work must be
done before we can conclude that these
hypotheses cannot be falsified,

2.6 HERBIVORY

Direct herbivory of mangrove leaves,
leaf buds, and propagqules is moderately
low, but highly variable from one site to
the next., Identified grazers of 1iving
plant parts (other than wood) include the
white-tailed deer, Ddocoileus virginianus,
the mangrove tree crab, Aratus pisonii,
and insects including beetles, larvae of

lepidopterans (moths and butterflies), and
orthopterans (grasshoppers and crickets).

Heald (1969) estimated a mean grazing
effect on North River red mangrove leaves
of 5.1% of the total leaf area; values
from leaf to lTeaf were highly wvariable
ranging from 0 to 18%. Beever et al.
{1979) presented a detailed study of
grazing by the mangrove tree crab. This
arboreal grapsid crab feeds on numerous
items including beetles, crickets, cater-
pillars, littoral algae, and dead animal
matter. In Flerida, red mangrove leaves
form an important component of the diet.
Beever et al, (1979) measured tree crab
grazing ranging from 0.4% of the total
leaf area for a Florida Keys overwash
forest to 7.1% for a fringing forest at
Pine [sland, Lee County, Florida. The
researchers also found that tree crab
grazing rates are related E? crab density.
Low densities (one crab/m”) resulted in
low leaf area damage (less than 1% of
total 1ﬁFf area), High densities (four
crabs/m”) were accompanied by leaf area
damage ranging from 4% to 6% (see section
6.2).

Onuf et al, (1977) investigated in-
sect herbivory in fringing and overwash
red mangrove forests in the Indian River
estuary near Ft. Pierce, Florida. They
found six major herbivorous insect
species, five lepidopteran larvae and a
beetle. Comparisons were made at a high
nutrient site (input from a bird rookery)
and a2 low nutrient site. H8oth red man-
grove production and leaf nitrogen were
significantly higher at the high nutrient
site. This resulted in a four-fold
greater loss to herhivores (26% of total
leaf area lost to grazing); this increased
grazing rate more than offset the in-
creased leaf production due to nutrient
input.

Falculations of leaf area damage may
underestimate the impact of herbivores on
mangroves. For example, the larvae of the
olethreutid moth, Ecdytoleopha sp.,
develops within red mangrove leaf buds and
causes the loss of entire leaves. A1l
stages of the beetle, Poecilips
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rhizephorae, attack mangrove propagules

while still attached to the parent tree
{Onuf et al. 1977).

2.7 WOOD BORERS

Many people have the mistaken idea
that mangrove wood is highly resistant to
marine borers. While this may be true to
a limited extent for certain mangrove
species in other parts of the world, none
of the Florida mangroves have borer-
resistant wood. Southwell and Boltman
(1971) found that the wood of red, black,
and white mangroves has no resistance to
Teredn, Pholad and Simnorid borers; pieces
of red manqgrove wood were completely de-
stroyed after immersion in ocean water for
14 months.

An interesting controversy surrounds
the ability of the wood boring isopod,
Sphaeroma terebrans, to burrow into the
Tiving prop roots of the red mangrove,
Rehm and Humm (1973) were the first to
attribute apparently extensive damage of
red managroves stands within the Ten
Thousand Islands area of southwestern
Florida to an isopod, Sphaeroma. They
found extensive damage throughout
southwest Florida, some infestation north
to Tarpon Springs, and a total lack of
infestation in the Florida Keys from Key
Largo south to Key West. The destruction
process was described as follows: the
adult isopod bored fnto the prop roots (5-
mm diameter hole); this was followed hy
reproduction within the hole and develop-
ment of juveniles within the roct. This
process, combiped with secondary decompo-
sition from funai and bacteria, frequently
results in prop root severance near the
mean high tide mark. These authors
attributed Yoss of numerous prop roots
and, in some cases, loss of entire trees
during storms to jsopod damage.

The extent of damage in the Ten
Thousand Islands region led Rehm and Humm
(1973) to term the phenomenon an “eco-
catastrophe" of possibly great importance.
They further stated that shrinking of
mangrove areas appeared to be occurring as

a result of Sphaeroma infestation; this
point was not documented,

Enright (1974) produced @ tongue-in-
cheek rebuttal, on behalf of Sphaeroma and
against the "terrestrial invader”, red
mangroves. Snedaker (1974) contributed a
more substantial arqument in which he
pofnted out that the isopod infestation
might be an example of a long-term eco-
system control process.

Further arguments against the “ecoca-
tastrophe" theory were advanced by Estevez
and Simon (1975) and Estevez (1978). They
provided more 1ife history information for
Sphaeroma and suggested a possible ax-
planation for the apparently destructive
isopod infestations. They found two
species of isopods inhabiting red mangrove
prop roots, 5. terebrans and a sympatric
congener, 5. quadridentatum. The latter
does not appear to be a wood borer hut
utilizes S. terebrans burrows. Neither
species appeared to utilize mangrove wood
as a food source. Estevez and Simon
{1975) found extensive burrowing into
seedlings in addition to prop root damage.
In general, infestations appeared to be
patchy and limited to the periphery of
manqrove ecosystems. In areas with the
highest density of burrows, 23% of all
prop roots were infested. There appeared
to be more colonization by S. terebrans in
regions with full strength sea water (30
to 35 ppt).

The most important finding by Estevez
and Simon (1975) and Estevez (1978) was
that periods of accelerated activity by S.
terebrans were related to periods of fluc-
tuating and slightly increased salinity.
This suggests that fluctuations in isopod
burrowing may be related to the magnitude
of freshwater runoff from the Everglades.
These authors agree with Snedaker (1974)
and suggest that root and tree loss due to
Sphaeroma activity may be beneficial to
mangrove ecosystems by accelerating pro-
duction and root germination. Simberloff
et al, (1978) amplified this last sugges-
tion by showing that root branching, which
is heneficial to individual trees, is
stimulated by isopod activity.
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This ecocatastrophe versus heneficial
stimulus arqument is not completely re-
solved. Probably, Sphaeroma root destruc-
tion, in areas of Tow isopod density, can
be a beneficial process to both the in-
dividual tree and to the entire mangrove
stand. Whether changes in freshwater
runoff have accelerated this process to
the point where unnatural and widespread
damage is occurring 1is not clear. The
data and research perspective to answer
this guestion do not exist. As a result,
we are reduced to providing hypotheses
which cannot be tested with availahle
knowledge.

2.8 MANGROVE DISEASES

Published research on mangrove
diseases is rare. The short paper by
Dlexa and Freeman (1975) is the principal
reference for diseases of Florida man-
groves., They reported that black man-
groves are affected by the pathogenic

fungi, Phyllosticta hibiscina and Miaro-
spora sphaerica. These authors found that
P. hibiscina caused necrotic lesfons and
death of hlack mangrove leaves. They felt
that under conditions of high relative
humidity coupled with high temperatures,
this fungus could pose a serious threatb to
individual trees, particularly if the tree
had been weakened by some other natural
agent, such as lightning or wind damage.
Nigrospora sphaerica was considered to be
of little danger to black mangroves.
Another fungus, Cylinrocarpon didymum,
appears to form galls on the prop roots
and stems of red mangroves. 0lexa and
Freeman (1975) noted mortality of red
mangroves in areas of high gall infesta-
tions, although a direct causation 1ink
was not proven,

Further research on mangrove diseases
is badly needed. V¥iral disease must he
investigated. The role of pathogens in
litter production and as indicators of
manarove stress may be very important.
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CHAPTER 3. ECOSYSTEM

3.1 STRUCTURAL PROPERTIES OF MANGROVE
FORESTS

Published information about the
structural aspects of Florida mangrove
forests is limited; most existing data
have been published since the mid-1970's.
This lack of information is unfortunate
since guantitative structural data greatly
aid wunderstanding of processes such as
succession and primary production. Ewven
mare important, the response of mangrave
forests to stress, both climatic and man-
induced, can be followed gquantitatively
with this type of data.

Ball (1980) contributed substantially
to understanding the role of competi-
tion in mangrove succession by measuring
structural factors such as basal area,
tree height, and tree density. Lugo and
Zucca (1977) monitored the response of
managrove forests to freezing temperatures
by observing changes in structural proper-
ties of the trees.

Raseline studies of forest structure
have been published by Lugo and Snedaker
(1975}, and Pool, Snedaker and Lugo
(1977). For example, Lugo and Snedaker
(1975) compared a fringing mangrove forest
and a basin forest at Rookery Bay, near
Naples, Florida. They found the fringing
forest, which was dominated by red man-
groves, to have a tree diversiEy of H =
1.48, a basal area of 15.9 m éha. an
aboveground biomass of 17,932 g/m~, and a
non-existent litter layer. The nearby
basin forest was dominated by black man-
groves, had a tree dfverséty of H= 0.96
and a basal area of 23.4 m“/ha., The Jit-
ter Tay%{ in the basin forest averaged 550
dry g/m=. Tree diversity in a hurricane
disturbed section of the Rookery Bay
forest was 1.62. Similar data were pre-
sented for mangrove forests in the Ten
Thousand Islands area (Table 2).

Data of this type are useful for many
purposes including impact statements, en-
vironmental surveys, and basic scientific
guestions. Cintron et al. (1978) gave an
indication of the direction in which fu-
ture research might proceed. Working in a
mangrove stand in Puerto Rico, they found

STRUCTURE AND FUNCTION

tree height to be inversely proportional
(r=0.72) to soil salinity in the range
30 to 72 ppt. Above 65 ppt salinity, dead
tree basal area was higher than live tree
basal area and above 90 ppt there was no
live tree basal area.

It should be possible to investigate
the relationship between a variety of
mangrove structural properties and factors
such as flushing frequency, sail depth,
nutrient availability, pollution stress,
and other measures of human impact. Ulti-
mately, this should lead to an ability to
predict the form and structure of mangrove
forests resulting from various physical
conditions or artificial impacts. One
example of this potential tool is Ball's
(1980) documentation of structural changes
in mangrove forests resulting from altera-
tions in the hydrological conditions of
south Florida.

3.2 I0ONATION, "LAND-

BUTLDING"

SUCCESSION AND

Much of the world's mangrove litera-
ture consists of descriptive accounts of
zonation in mangrove forests and the spe-
cies composition within these zones. Al-
though general agreement has been lacking,
various hypotheses have been put forth
concerning the possible connection between
zonation, ecological succession, competi-
tion, and the role of physical factors
such as soil salinity and tidal amplitude.
In this section we review briefly the
dominant ideas about mangrove zonation and
succession and present our interpretation
of the current status of knowledge.

Davis (1940), working in south Flori-
da, was one of the first investigators to
describe distinct, almost monospecific,
zones within mangrove ecosystems. In what
has become the classical view, he argued
that mangrove zonation patterns were
equivalent to seral stages in succession.
The most seaward zone, dominated by red
mangroves, was rejarded as the "pioneer
stage”. More landward zones were
dominated by white mangrove, black
mangrove, buttonwood and, finally, the
climatic climax, a tropical forest. Since
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Table 2. Aboveground biomass of mangrove forests in the Ten Thousand Islands region

Values are based on 25 mé clearcuts and are expressed in dry kg/ha.
Data are from Lugo and Snedaker (1975).

of Florida.

Compartment Scrub Overwash Fringe Riverine
mangroves mangroves mangroves mangroves
Site A B i B C A B
Leaves 712 7,263 6,946 5,932 5,843 7,037 3,810 9,510
Fruit & flowers no data 20 236 28 210 131 148 1
Wood 3,959 70,380 70,480 57.960 84,270 128,510 79,620 161,33C
Prop roots 3,187 51,980 41,920 22,270 27,200 17,190 14,640 3,060
Litter 1,140 17,310 13,990 22,730 60,250 98,410 42,950 33,930
Total above- 9,008 146,953 133,572 108,920 177,773 251,278 141,168 207,831

Jround biomass




these zones were regarded as progressively
later stages in succession, the entire
mangrove ecosystem was helieved to he
moving seaward through a process of sedi-
ment accumulation and colonization. Davis
hased his arqument primarily upon the
sequence of observed zones and cores which
showed red mangrove peat underlying black
mangrove peat which, in turn, occurred
under terastrial plant communities.

Unfortunately, this Clementsian in-
terpretation of mangrove zonation was
widely accepted, but rarely tested. For
example, Chapman (1970) expanded Davis'
original successional concept fram south
Florida to explain zonation in mangrove
forests in other parts of the world.
Halsh (1974) thoroughly reviewed the man-
qrove succession/zonation literature.

Fortunately, not everyone accepted
Davis' point of view. Eqler (1952) and
later Thom (1987, 1975) arqued that man-
grove zonation was a response to external
physical forces rather than temporal se-
quence induced by the plants themselves,
Egler (1952) showed that patterns of sedi-
ment deposition predicted by Davis' (1940)
theory did not always occur. He also
showed that in some cases mangrove zones
appeared to be moving lTandward rather than
seaward. Sea level has been rising in
south Florida at the rate of 1 ¥t (30 cm)
per 100 to 150 years (Pravast 1974),
Spackman et al. (1966) emphasized the role
of sea level chanage in determining chanaes
in mangrove zonation, both through sea
Tevel rise and land subsidence. Both
Egler (1952) and Spackman et al. (1966)
along with Wanless (1974) and Thom (1967,
1975) suggested that mangroves were
reacting passively rather than actively to
strong geomorphological processes. This
implies that mangroves should be regarded
as "land-stabilizers" rather than "land-
builders”.

Furthermore, field researchers fre-
quently noted that red mangroves were not
always the only "pioneer species"” on re-
cently deposited sediment. It s not
unusual to find seedlings of black, white,
and red mangroves growing together on a
new colonization site. Lewis and Dunstan

(1975 found that black mangroves and
white mangroves along with the saltmeadow
cordgrass, Spartina patens, are often the
pioneers on new dredge spoil islands in
central Florida. On the northern coast of
the Gulf of Mexico, where black mangrove
is the only mangrove species present, it
may he preceded by marsh grasses such as
saltmarsh cordarass, 5. patens, smooth
cordgrass, S. alterniflora, or the black
needle rush, Juncus roemerianus. In Puer-
to Rico, we ohserved that white mangrove
often pioneers and dominates sites where
oceanic overwash of beach sand has oc-
curred. All of these ohservations detract
from Davis' (1940) oariginal contention
that red mangroves should be regarded as
the initial colonizer of recently de-
posited sediments. [t appears that under
certain conditions, e.q., shallow water
depths, substrate type, and latitude,
white and black mangroves or marsh grasses
can he effective pioneer species.

The work of Rabinowitz (1975) added a
new perspective to the mangrove zonation
debate, Through carefully designed recip-
rocal planting experiments in Panamanian
mangrove forests using species of Rhizo-

hora, Laguncularia, Pelliciera and
Evicennia. she demonstrated that each
species could grow well within any of the
mangrove zones. In other words, physical
and chemical factors such as soil salinity
or frequency of tidal inundation, within
each zone, were not solely responsible for
excluding specfes from that zone. To
explain zonation, Rabinowitz proposed
tidal sorting of propagules based upaon
propagule size, rather than habitat adap-
tation,as the most important mechanism for
zonation control.

The most recent piece to be added to
the zonation/succession puzzle comes fram
the work of Ball (198D0). Based upon re-
search of mangrove secondary successian
patterns adjacent to Biscayne Bay, Flori-
da, she made a strong case for the impor-
tance of interspecific competition in
controlling zonation. She found that
white mangroves, which grow bhest in
intertidal areas, do not occur consis-
tently in the intertidal zone of mature
mangrove stands. Instead, white manqroves
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dominate higher, drier locations above
mean high water where the red mangrove
does not appear to have a competitive
advantage. She suggested that competition
is not so important during the early
stages of succession but becomes critical
as individual trees reach maturity and
require more space and other resources.

Inherent in Ball's concept of zona-
tion is the differential influence of
physical factors (e.q., soil salinity,
depth to water table) on the competitive
abilities of the different mangrove
species. She concluded that succession
proceeds independently within each zone,
althougn breaks in the forest canopy from
1ightning strikes or high winds may pro-
duce a mosaic of different successional
stages within & zone. These openings
allow species whose seedlings do not com-
pete well in shade, such as the white
mangrove, to become established, at least
temporarily, within solid zones of red
mangroves.

Zonation of mangrove species does not
appear to he controlled by physical and
chemical factors directly, but by the
interplay of these factors with interspe-
cific competition and, possibly, through
tidal sorting of propagules. (nce succes-
sion in a mangrove zone reaches an equili-
brium state, change is unlikely unless an
external perturbation occurs., These per-
turbations range from small-scale distur-
bance (lightning strikes) to large-scale
perturbations (sea level change, hurricane
damage) and may cause succession within
zones to regress to an earlier stage.
There is some evidence in south Florida
that hurricane perturbations accur on a
fairly regular basis, creating a pattern
of cyclical succession.

Except for Ball (1980) and Taylor
(1980), the importance of fires as an
influence on mangrove succession has been
generally ignored. Most fires in the
Florida mangrove zone are injtiated by
Tightning and consist of small circular
openings in the mangrove canopy (Taylor
1980). These openinags present an opportu-
nity for secondary succession within an
established zone. For example, we have

frequently observed white mangroves
flourishing in small lightning-created
gpenings in the center of red manarove
forests. Fire may also play a role in
1imiting the inland spread of manaroves.
Taylor (1981) pointed out that Everglades
fires appear to prevent the encroachment
of red and white mangroves into adjacent
herbaceous communities.

Finally, Luno and Snedaker (1974},
Cintron et al, (1978) and Lugo (1980)
suggested that mangrove ecosystems
function as classical successional systems
in areas of rapid sediment depositiaon or
upan recently colonized sites such as
offshore islands. They concluded that in
most areas mangrove forests are an example
of steady-state cyclical systems, Cfoncep-
tually, this s synonymous to E. P. Odum’s
{(1971) cyelic or catastrophic climax.
Chapman (1976a, b) suggested the idea of
cyclic succession for a variety of coastal
ecosystems,

If Florida mangrove ecosystems are
cyclic systems, then there should be an
identifiable perturbation capable of set-
ting succession back to an early stage.
Lugo and Snedaker (1974) suggested that
hurricanes may play this role. They
pointed out (without substantiating data)
that major hurricanes occur about every
200-25 years in south Florida. Coinci-
dently, mangrove ecosystems appear to
reach their maximum levels of productivity
in about the same period of time (Lugo and
Snedaker 1974). This hypothesis suagests
that succession within many mangrove eco-
systems may proceed on a cyclical basis
rather than in the classical fashion.
Possibly other physical perturbations may
influence mangrove succession including
fncursions of freezing temperatures into
central Florida, periodic droughts causing
unusually high spil salinities (Cintron et
al, 1978), and fire spreading into the
upper zones of mangrove forests from ter-
restrial sources.

Althouagh understanding of zonation
and succession in mangrove ecosystems
remains incomplete, a clearer picture is
emerging, at least Ffor south Florida.
Contrary to early sugaestions, manaraove
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species zonation does not appear to repre-
sent seral stages of succession except,
perhaps, for locations of recent coloniza-
tion or where sediment is accumulating
rapidly, The role of mangroves 1in
land=-building seems more passive than
active. Geomorphological and hydrological
processes appear to be the dominant forces
in determining whether manarove shorelines
recede or grow. The role of mangroves is
to stabilize sediments which have heen
deposited by physical processes.

3.3 NUTRIENT CYCLING

Current understanding of nutrient
cycles in mangrove ecosystems is far from
satisfactory, Sporadic field measurements
have been made, but a complete nutrient
budget has not heen published for any
mangrove ecosystem in the world.

Several pioneering field studies were
conducted in Florida (Carter et al. 1973;:
Snedaker and Lugo 1973; Onuf et al. 1977)
and one simulation model of mangrove nu-
trient cycling has been published {Lugo et
al. 1976). Preliminary measurements of
nitrogen fixation were made (Zuberer and
S5ilver 1975; Gotto and Taylor 1976
Zuberer and Silver 1978; Gotto et al.
1981)., Based on these studies, we present
the following preliminary conclusions.

Mangrove ecosystems tend to act as a
sink (net accumulator) for various ele-
ments fncluding macro nutrients such as
nitrogen and phosphorus, trace elements,
and heavy metals. As we have discussed in
section 1.7, these elements are removed
From waters flowing through mangrove
swamps hy the concerted action of the
manqrove prop roots, prop root algae, the
associated sediments, the fine root system
of the mangrove trees, and the host of
small invertebrates and microorganisms
attached to all of these surfaces, Al-
though the turnover times for these ele-
ments fn mangrove swamps are not known, it
appears that at least a portion may he
stored or tied up in wood, sediments, and
peat for many years,

Although mangrove ecosystems may tend
to accumulate nutrients, there is a con-
tinual loss through export of particulate
and dissolved substances. If significant
nutrient storage and resultant high pri-
mary production are to occur, there must
he a continual input of nutrients to the
mangrove forest from outside the system
(Figure 7). Where nutrient influx to the
mangrove ecosystem is approximately
halanced by nutrient loss in exported
organic matter, then nutrient storage will
he minimal and manarove net primary pro-
duction will be low., This appears to
occur in the scrub mangrove community type
and to a lTesser extent in the basin and
hammock community types.

Carter et al. (1973) and Snedaker and
Lugo (1973) have hypothesized that the
greatest natural nutrient inputs for man-
grove swamps come from upland and terres-
trial sources. Apparently for this rea-
son, the most luxuriant and productive
mangrove forests in south Florida occur in
riverine locations or adjacent to signifi-
cant upland drainage.

Localized sources of nutrients, such
as bird rookeries, can result in greater
nutrient storage and higher mangrove pro-
ductivity (Onuf et al. 1977). If however,
large bird rookeries (or artificial nu-
trient inputs) occur in poorly flushed
sections of mangrove ecosystems, resultant
high nutrient levels may inhibit mangrove
growth (R. R. Lewis, III, Hillsborough
Community College, Tampa, Fla.; personal
communication 1981),

The output from the simulation model
of Lugo et al. (1976) suggests that {f
nutrient input to a mangrove ecosystem is
reduced, then nutrient storage levels
within the mangrove ecosystem will be
reduced and mangrove bjomass and produc-
tivity will decline. To our knowledge
this hypothesis has not been tested in the
field.

Nitrogen fixation occurs in mangrove

swamps at rates comparable to those
measured in other shallow, tropical marine
areas (Gotto et al. 1981). MNitrogen
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Figure 7. The hypothetical relationship between nutrient input (excluding carbon),
biomass, primary productivity, and nutrient export (including carbon) from mangrove
ecosystems. Top: small nutrient import. Bottom: Tlarge nutrient import.
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fixation has heen found in association
with mangrove leaves, both living and
dead, mangrove sediment surfaces, the
litter layer in mangrove swamps, and man-
grove root systems (Gotto and Taylor 1976;
Zuberer and Silver 1978:; Gotto et al.
1981). In virtually all cases, nitrogen
fixation appears to be limited by the
availability of labile carbon compounds.
Perhaps for this reason, the highest rates
of mangrove nitrogen fixation have been
measured in association with decaying
mangrove leaves; presumably, the decaying
leaves act as a carbon source and thus
accelerate nitrogen fixation. Macko
(1981), using stable nitrogen ratio
techniques, has indicated that as much as
25% of the nitrogen associated with black
mangrove peat in Texas is derived from
nitrogen fixation.

Zuberer and Silver (1978) speculated
that the nitrogen fixation rates observed
in Florida mangrove swamps may he suf-
ficient to supply a significant portion of
the mangrove's arowth requirements. Al-
though this hypothesis is impossible to
test with present information, it might
explain why moderately productive mangrove
stands occur in waters which are severely
nitrogen depleted.

In summary, knowledge of nutrient
cycling in manarove swamps is highly
speculative. These ecosystems appear to
act as a sink for many elements, including
nitrogen and phosphorus, as long as a
modest input occurs. Nitrogen fixation
within the swamp may provide much of the
nitrogen needed for mangrove growth.

3.4 LITTER FALL AND DECOMPOSITION

Unless otherwise stated, litter fall
refers to leaves, wood (twigs), leaf
scales, propagules, bracts, flowers, and
insect frass [excrement) which fall from
the tree. Mangrove leaves are shed con-
tinuously throughout the year although a
minor peak occurs during the early part of
the summer wet season in Florida (Heald
1969; Pool et al. 1975). Sporadic litter
fall peaks may follow periods of stress
from cold air temperatures, high soil

32

salinities, and pollution events. Litter
fall typically can be partitioned as 68%
to 86% leaves, 3% to 15% twigs and B to
21% miscellaneous; the latter includes
flowers and propaqules.

Litter fall is an important ecosystem
process because it forms the energy basis
for detritus-based foodwebs in mangrove
swamps (see sections 3.5 and 3.6). The
first measurements of litter fall in man-
grove swWwamps were made by E.J. Heald and
W.E. Ddum, working in the North River
estuary in south Florida in 1966-69.
This was subsequently published as Heald
{1969), Odum (1970), and Odum and Heald
{1975a). They estimated that litter pro-
duction from riverine red mangrove forests
averag 2.4 dry g Ef organic
matter/m“/day (or 876 g/m®/year or 8.8
metric tons/ha/year).

Subsequent studies agreed with this
early estimate (Table 3), although varia-
tion clearly exists between different
types of communities. Scrub forests with
scattered, very small trees have the
smallest amount of leaf fall. Basin and
hammock forests, which appear to be
nutrient 1imited, have intermediate leaf
fall values. MNot surprisingly, the
highest values occur in the highly produc-
tive fringing, overwash, and riverine
forests., Odum and Heald (1975a) suggested
that the relatively uniform litter fall
values from productive mangrove forests
around the world result from the shade
intolerance of the canopy leaves and the
tendency for the canopy size to remain the
same in spite of increasing height. If
detailed information is lacking, red man-
grove forests of south Florida, which are
not severely limited by lack of nutrients,
can be ﬂSSumEﬂ to produce litter fall of
2.0 to 3.0 g/m“/day of dry organic matter.
Pure stands of black mangroves u55a11y
have a lower rate of 1.0 to 1.5 q/m*“/day
(Lugo et al. 1980).

Decomposition of fallen Florida man-
grove leaves has been investigated by a
number of researchers including Heald
(1969), Odum (1970), Odum and Heald
(1975a), Pool et al. (1975), Lugo and
Snedaker (1975), Twilley (1980) and Lugo et



Table 3. Estimates of litter fall in mangrove forests. Total litter fall in-
cludes leaves, fruits, twigs, flowers, and bark. R = red mangrove, W = white
mangrove, B = black mangrove.

Species Leaf_fall Total litger Annual litter Reference
(g/mé/day) fall (g/m¢/day) fall (metric tons/ha/yr)

EE

R (riverine) 1.3 Z2.k 8.8 Heald 1969

R (riverine) --- 3.6 12.8 Pool et al. 1975
R (overwash) - 27 9.9 Pool et al. 1975
# (fringe) - 2.7 9.3 Pool et al. 1975
#,8 [basin) - 2.0 7.3 Pool et al. 1975
R (mature) 2.2 2.9 10.6 Teas 1979

# (scrub) 0.2 0.4 1.3 Teas 1979

B (basin) D.7 0.8 2.9 Teas 1979

B (basin) - 2.2 8.0 Courtney 1980

B - }.3 4.9 Twilley 1380

B .- 153 4.8 Lugo et al. 1980
Hixed R.B.W - 25 5.0 Lugo et al. 1980
B --- D.8 2.9 Pool et al. 1975
Vartety of -——— 0.8 - 2.1 2.9 - 7.7 Heald et al. 1979

community types

26 species - 2.4 g.8 Boto & Bunt (MS. in
(Australia) prep.)




al. (1980). Heald and Odum showed that
decompasition of red mangrove leaves
proceeds most rapidly under marine condi-
tions, somewhat more slowly in freshwater,
and very slowly on dry substrates. For
example, using the litter bag method, they
found that only 9% of the original dry
weight remained after 4 months in sea
water. By comparison, 39% and 54% re-
mained at the end of comparable periods in
brackish water and freshwater. Under dry
conditions, 65% remained. Higher decompo-
sition rates in sea water were related to
increased activity of shredder organisms,
such as crabs and amphipods.

Heald (1969) and Odum (1970) also
found fncreases in nitrogen, protein, and
caloric content as mangrove leaves pro-
gressively decayed. The nitrogen content
of leaves decaying under brackish condi-
tions (on an AFDW basis) increased from
1.5% (5.6% protein) to 3.3% (20.6%
protein) over a f-month period. Subse-
quent finformation (Odum et al, 1979b)
suggested that the protein increase may
not have heen this great since some of the
nitrogen increase probably included non-
protein nitroaen compounds such as amino
sugars. Fell and Master (1973), Fell et
al. (1980), Fell and Newell (1980), and
Fell et al. (1980) have provided more
detailed information on red mangrove leaf
decomposition, the role of fungi in decom-
position (see section 4), and nitrogen
changes and nitrogen immobilization during
decomposition. Fell et al. (1280}
have shown that as much as 50% of weight
loss of the leaf during decomposition is
in the form of dissolved organic matter
(DOM).

Heald et al. (1979), Lugo et al.
(1980) and Twilley (1980) discovered that
black mangrove leaves decompose more ra-
pidly than red mangrove leaves and ap-
parently produce a higher percentage of
DOM. Pool et al. {1975) have shown that
mangrove litter decomposes and is exported
most rapidly from frequently flooded
riverine and overwash forests. These
communities have Tittle accumulation of
litter on the forest floor. Communities
which are not as well-flushed by the
tides, such as the basin and hammock
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forests, have slower rates of decomposi-
tion and lower export rates.

3.5 CARBON EXPORT

Research from Florida mangrove swamps
forms a small portion of the larger con-
troversy concerned with the extent to
which coastal wetlands export particulate
organic carbon (reviewed by Odum et al.
1979a). Available evidence from Florida,
Puerto Rico and Australia (Tahle 4) sug-
gests that mangrove swamps tend to be net
exporters. The values in Table 4 should
be regarded as preliminary, however, since
all five studies are based upon simplistic
assumptions and methodology.

Golley et al., (1962) based their
annual estimate of particulate carbon
export from a Puerto Rican forest upon a
few weeks of measurements. Odum and
Heald's estimates were derived from two or
three measurements a month. A1l fnvesti-
gators have ignored the importance of hed
load transport and the impact of extreme
events, All investigators except Lugo et
al. (1980) have failed to measure DOC
f1 Ux .

It seems relatively clear that man-
grove forests do export organic carbon to
nearby bodies of water. The magnitude of
this export has probably been underesti-
mated due to ignoring bedload, extreme
events, and DOC,

The value of this carbon input to
secondary consumers in receiving waters is
not clear. As shown in section 3.6, food
webs based primarily upon mangrove carbon
do exist. The relative importance of
mangrove carbon to Florida coastal ecosys-
tems remains speculative. We suspect that
mangrove-based food webhs are dominant in
small bays, creeks and rivers within large
mangrove ecosystems such as the North
River system studied by Heald {(1969) and
Odum (1970). In intermediate-sized bodies
of water, such as Rookery Bay near Naples,
Florida, mangroves are probably important
but not dominant sources of organic car-
bon. Lugo et al. (1980) estimate that
manqroves supply 32% of the organic carbon



Table 4. Estimates of particulate carbon export from mangrove
forests. Lugo et al., (1976) estimated export from a theoreti-
cal, steady state forest using a simulation model. Lugo et al.
{1980) measured export from an inland black mangrove forest.

Export

Investigators Location gfmzfday tonnes/ha/yr
Golley et al. (1962) Puerto Rico 1.1 4.0
Heald (1969), Odum (1970)% Florida 0.7 2.5
Lugo and Snedaker (1375) Florida 0.5 2.0

Lugo et al. (1976) Florida 1.5 -1.8 5.5 - 6.6
Boto and Bunt (1981) Australia 1.1 4.0

Lugo et al. (TQBU}b Florida 0.2 6.7

gEstTmatE only includes carbon of mangrove origin.

Estimate includes dissolved and particulate carbon.
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input to Rookery Bay. In very large sys-
tems, such as Biscayne Bay near Miami,
Florida, mangroves are clearly less impor-
tant than any other sources such as algae
and sea grasses, although mangrove carbon
may be important in localized situations
such as the immediate vicinity of frinaing
and overwash forests. The magnitude of
mangrove carbon export to unenclosed
coastal waters and offshore remains a
mystery.

3.6 ENERGY FLOW

At least seven sources of organic
carbon may serve as energy inputs for
consumers in mangrove ecosystems (Figure
B). The pathways by which this eneragy
containing material is processed and made
availahle to each consumer species is
indeed complex. MNot surprisingly, current
understanding of energy flow in Florida
mangrove ecosystems exists largely in a
qualitative sense; quantitative data are
scarce and piecemeal. A variety of inves-
tigators have contributed information over
the past decade including, but not limited
to, Heald {1969), Odum (1970), Odum and
Heald (1972), Carter et al. (1973),
Snedaker and Lugo (1973), Heald et al.
(1974), Luqo and Snedaker (1974, 1975),
Ndum and Heald (1975a, b), and Pool et al.
{(1977). Probably, the most complete study
to date is the investigation of energy
flow in the black mangrove zone of Rookery
Bay by Lugo et al. (1980).

It is possible at this time to pre-
sent a series of hypotheses concerning the
relative importance of these enerqgy
sources. First, the relative importance
of each source can vary from one location
to the next. As will be shown in the
following discussion, the consumers in
certain mangrove forests appear to depend
primarily upon mangrove-derived carbaon
while in other locations inputs from phy-
toplankton and attached algae are probably
more important.

Our second hypothesis is that eneragy
flow based upon phytoplankton is most
important in overwash mangrove forests and
other locations associated with large

bodies of clear, relatively deep water.
Conversely, phytoplankton are hypothesized
to be relatively unimportant to the energy
budgets of the large riverine forest com-
munities along the southwest coast of
Flarida. It should be remembered, how-
ever, that even where phytoplankton are
guantitatively unimportant, they poten-
tially perform an important function as
the basis of phytoplankton-zooplankton-
larval fish food webs (Odum 1970).

As a third hypothesis, Iver Brook
{Rosensteil School of Marine and Atmos-
pheric Sciences, Rickenbacker Causeway,
Miami, Fla.; personal communication 1979)
has suggested that both sea grasses and
benthic algae serve as an important energy
source for fringing mangrove communities
adjacent to large bodies of water such as
Biscayne Bay and Whitewater Bay. Although
little evidence exists to test this hypo-
thesis, observations of extensive deposits
of sea grass and macroalgal detritus with-
in mangrove forests suggest intuitively
that Brook's hypothesis may be correct.

In regions where mangrove shading of
the prop roots is not severe, our fourth
hypothesis suggests that carbon eorigina-
ting from prop root epiphytes may be sig-
nificant to community energy budgets.
Lugo et al, (1975) have measured net pro-
duction of periphyton in manaroves
fringing Rookery Bﬁf and found averagqe

values of 1.1 gC/m°/day. Hoffman and
Daweﬁ (1980) found a lower value of 0.14
gC/m~/day. Because these values are

roughly comparable to average exports of
mangrove leaf carbon (section 3.5), its
potential importance is obvious.

The fifth hypothesis states that
mangrove organic matter, particularly leaf
material, is an important energy source
for aguatic consumers. This hypothesis
was first espoused by Heald (1969) and
Odum (1970), who worked together in the
riverine mangrove communities between the
Everglades and Whitewater Bay. Clearly,
mangrove carbon is of great importance
within the riverine and basin communities
a1l along the southwest coast of Florida
(0dum and Heald 1975b); Carter et al,
{1973) and Snedaker and Lugo (1973)
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provided subsequent supportive data. What
is not clear, is the relative importance
of manqrove carbon to consumers within
frinaina, overwash, and more isolated
mangrove communities.

Nur sixth hypothesis involves the
assemblage of organisms that graze man-
grove leaves directly. A variety of in-
sects (see section 6) and the mangrove
tree crab, Aratus pisonii, (Reever et al.
1979) obtain much of their energy directly
from living mangrove leaves, even though
grazing rarely exceeds 10% of net primary
production (Odum and Heald 1975b).

As a seventh hypothesis we suggest
that anaerobic decomposition of mangrove
tissue, particularly root material, may
support an extensive food web based on
bacteria associated with methanogenesis or
the processing of reduced sulfur com-
pounds. Our suqgestion of the importance
of reduced sulfur comes directly from
Howarth and Teal's (1980) discovery of
this potentially impartant energy pathway
in temperate Spartina (cordgrass) marshes.
They found that anaerobic decomposition is
such an incomplete process that if sul-
fates are available (from sea water) as
much as 75% of the original energy in
plant tissues may he converted by sulfur
reducing bacteria to reduced sulfur com-
pounds such as hydrogen sulfide and py-
rite. Subsequently, if these reduced
sul fur compounds are moved hydrologically
to an oxidized environment (sediment sur-
face or creek bank) sulfur-oxidizing bac-
teria (e.g., Thiobacillus spp.) may convert
the chemically stored energy to bacterial-
1y stared energy with an efficiency as
great as 50% (Payne 1970). Presumably,
deposit-feeding organisms such as grass
shrimp (Palaemonetes) and mullet (Mugil
are capable of grazing these sulfur-
pxidizing hacteria from the sediment
surface. If this hypothetical trophic
exchange does exist, it may be of con-
siderable maagnitude and may cause us to
reexamine current concepts of energy pro-
cessing and export from mangrove
ecosystems. Since freshwater contains
remarkahly 1ittle sulfate in comparison to
seawater, this eneray pathway is probably
of Tittle importance in mangrove forests

of very low salinity.

Carbon inputs from terrestrial
sources may be important to certain man-
grove communities. Carter et al. (1973)
have shown that terrestrial carbonm can
reach coastal ecosystems particularly
where man has cut deep channels inland for
navigation or drainage purposes. The
magnitude of this influx has not been
adequately measured although Carter et al.
did find that mainland forests (including
mangroves) contributed approximately 2,100
metric tons of carbon per year to
Fahkahatchee Bay,

Atmospheric dinputs from rainfall
appear to be minimal in all cases. Lugo
et al. (1980) measured throughfall {preci-
pitation passing through the tree canopy)
in RookEry Bay mangrove forests of 15 to
17 qC/m*/year. This would be an overesti-
mate of atmospheric input since it con-
tains carbon leached from manarove leaves.
The best quess of atmfspheric input is
between 3 to 5 gC/m®/year for south
Florida mangrove ecosystems.

Subsequent stages of eneray transfer
in mangrove community food webs remain
laraely hypothetical, Odum (1970) and
Odum and Heald (1975b) have outlined
several pathways whereby mangrove carbon
and energy are processed by a varjety of
organisms (see Figure 8). Apparently, the
most important pathway follows the se-
quence: mangrove-leaf detritus substrate-
microbe-detritus consumer-higher consu-
mers. The critical links are provided by
the microbes such as bacteria and fungi
(see Fell et al. 1975) and by the detritus
consumers. The Tatter group was studied
by Odum (1970) and Odum and Heald (1975b)
and found to consist of a variety of
invertebrates (e.g., caridean shrimp,
crabs, mollusks, insect larvae, amphipods)
and a few fishes.

Stahle carbon studies such as those
done by Haines (1976) in Spartina
[cardgrass) marshes have not been per-
formed in mangrove ecosystems, Mangroves
are Cy plants and have &'? values in the
range of minus 25 to minus 26 (Macko
1981). According to the same author,
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mangrove peat has a 6'% wvalue of minus
22. Because these values are dramatically
different from the values for sea grasses
and many algae, the possibilities for
using this tool in mangrove ecosystems fs
excellent., Macko (1981) also suggested
the utility of using stable nitrogen ra-
tios for future mangrove food webh investi-
gations; he reported &5 values of plus
6.0 to plus b.5 for mangrove tissue and
plus 5 for mangrove peat.

In reviewing contemporary knowledge
of energy flow in mangrove ecosystems,
three conclusions emerge.

(1) We have a hypothetical framework
of mangrove energy flow of a qualitative

nature. This framework appears to be
reasonably accurate although subsequent
developments, such as elucidation of the
reduced sulfur hypothesis, may require
some modification.

(2) Measurements of the relative
importance of various carbon sources are
generally lacking.

{3) Detailed measurements of energy
flow including the relative inputs of
different carbhon sources are critically
needed. Technological difficulties, high
costs, and difficulties inherent in
transferring findings from one estuary to
the next present a major challenge to
estuarine ecologists of the future,
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CHAPTER 4.

The mycoflora (funai) are the best
studied component of the microbial com-
munity of mangrove swamps. Much pio-
neering work has been carried out in south
Florida. Reviews of the current knowledge
of mangrove-associated fungi can be found
in KohIlmeyer and Kohlmeyer (1979) and Fell
et al. (1980),

One of the earliest studies of man-
grove mycofiora was published by Kohlmeyer
(1969). He discovered large populations
of marine fungi on the submerged parts of
aerial roots, stems, and branches and on
living and dead mangrove leaves, Exten-
sive work at the University of Miami by
Fell and his coworkers (e.q., Fell and
Master 1973; Fell et al. 1975, 1980) ex-
plored the role of fungi in the decom-
position of mangrove Teaves and the im-
mobilization of nitrogen. Newell (1974)
studied the succession of mycoflora on
seedlinas of red mangrove. A survey of
the aguatic yeasts occurring in the south
Florida mangrove zone was published hy
Ahearn et al. (1968).

ine of the most interesting pieces of
information to emerge from this extensive
mycoflora research concerns the succession
of oroanisms associated with decaying
leaves (summarized by Fell et al. 1975,
1980). Senescent leaves of red mangroves
are typically colonized by species of
Nigrospora, Phyllostica, and Pestalotica.
fince tEe leaf has fallen from the tree and
during the early stages of decay, the
fungal flora is dominated by species of
Phytophthora and, to a lesser extent,
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Drechslera and Gloeosporium. [In the lat-
ter stages of decay the dominant genera
are Calso, Gliocidium, and Lulworthia.

Understanding the occurrence and suc-
cession of fungi on decaying mangrove
leaves is important because of their role
in energy flow in mangrove swamps. Heald

1969), Odum (1970) and Odum and Heald
1975b) hypothesized that fungi and bac-
teria are important in converting mangrove
Teaf organic material into a form that can
be digested and assimilated by detriti-
vores (see section 3.6).

flur understanding of the role and
occurrence of bacteria in mangrove swamps
is not as well documented as for fungi.
Casagrande and Given [1975) have suggested
that bacteria are important in the early
stages of mangrove leaf decomposition and
are replaced in the latter stages by fungi
which are better eguipped to attack re-
fractive organic compounds. Unlike the
mycoflora, the bacteria are clearly impor-
tant in the anaerobic regions of mangrove
swamps. Vankatesan and Ramamurthy (unpubl,
data) found denitrifying bacteria to be
abundant and ubiquitous in mangrove soils.
Zuberer and Silver (1978) have emphasized
the importance of nitrogen-fixing bacteria
in the zone around mangrove roots. They,
in fact, were able to isolate and count a
variety of types of bacteria from mangrove
sediments including aerobic heterotrophs,
anaerobic heterotrophs, nitrogen-fixing
heterotrophs, and sulfate-reducing bac-
teria.

40



CHAPTER 5.

5.1. ROOT AND MUD ALGAE

The aerial root systems of mangroves
provide a convenient substrate for at-
tachment of algae. These root algal com-
munities are particularly noticeable on
red mangrove prop roots but also occur to
a lesser extent on black mangrove
pneumatophores located in the intertidal
zone. Productivity of prop root algal
communities can be appreciable if shading
by mangroves is not too severe; as dis-
cussed in section 3.6, Lugo et al, (1975)
found a prop root :ammunftg net primary
production rate of 1.1 gC/m“/day, a level
comparable to mangrove leaf fall, Biomass
of these algae can be as high as 200 to
300 g per prop root (Burkholder and
Almodovar 1973). 0Of course, production of
this magnitude only occurs on the edge of
the forest and is wirtually nil in the
center of the swamp. Nevertheless, this
algal carbon has considerable potential
food value either to direct grazers or
detritivores.

Vertical distribution of prop root
algae has been studied by many researchers
(Gertach 1958; Almodovar and Riebl 1962;
Biebl 1962; Post 1963; Rutzler 1969;
Burkholder and Almodovar 1973; Rehm 1974;
Yoshioka 1975); only one of these studies
(Rehm 1974) was conducted in Florida.
There is a tendency for certain genera of
algae to form a characteristic association
on mangrove roots around the world [Post
1963). Four phyla tend to dominate:
Chlorophyta, Cyanophyta, Phaeophyta, and
Rhodophyta; the last is usually the most
important in terms of biomass. Of 74
species of marine algae recorded as prop
root epiphytes between Tampa and Key
Largo, 3B were Rhodophyta, 29 Chlarophyta,
4 Phaeophyta and 3 Cyanophyta (Rehm 1974).

Zonation to be expected on Flarida
mangroves is shown in Figure 9; this se-
quence comes largely from Taylor {1960).
Near the high water mark, a green band
usually exists which is dominated by spe-
cies of Rhizoclonium. Below this is a
zone dominated by species of Bostrychia,
Catenella, and Caloglossa. t is this
association that most people think of when
mangrove prop root algae are mentioned.
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Because much mud is often deposited on the
Bostrychia-Catenella-Caloglossa complex,
it often has a dingy, gray appearance.
There are many other algae found in this
zone, but these three genera usually domi-
nate. At brackish or nearly freshwater
locations, they are replaced by species of
Batophora, Chaetomorpha, Cladophora, and
Penicillus., The pneumatophores of
Avicennia, when colonized, are often
covered with species of Rhizoclonium,
Bostrychia and Monostroma {Taylor 1960).
Hoffman and Dawes found that the
Bostrychia binderi-dominated community on
the pneumatophores of hlack manqrqges had
a4 standing crop of 22 g drg wt/m* and a
net production of 0.14 qf/m"/day.

[f there is @ permanently submerged
portion of the prop root, it may b=
covered with rich qrawths of Acanthophora,
Spyrida, Hypnea, Laurencia, Wrangelia,
Valonia, and Caulerpa (Almodovar and Biebl
1962). Additional genera which may be
present helow mean high water are:
Murrayella, Polysiphonia, Centroceras,
Wurdemannja, Dictyota, Halimeda,
Caurencia, and Dasya (Taylor 1960;
BurkhoTder and Almodovar 1973; Yoshioka
1975). In addition, anywhere on the moist
sections of the prop roots there are
usually epiphytic diatoms and filamentous
green and blue-green algae of many genera.

Rehm (1974) found a significant dif-
ference in the prop root algae between
south and central Florida. South of Tampa
Bay the standard Bostrychia-Catenella-
Caloglossa dominates. In the Tampa Bay
area, species of the orders Ulotrichales
and Cladophorales are dominant.

The mud adjacent to the mangrove root
community is often richly populated with a
variety of algae. These can include
species of Cladophoropsis, Enteromorpha,
Vaucheria, and Boodleopsis [Tay1or'T£%§)
in addition to a whole host of benthic
diatoms and dinoflagellates (Wood 1965)
and other filamentous green and blue-qreen
algae (Marathe 1965).

Adjacent to mangrove areas, on the
bottoms of shoals, shallow bays and
creeks, there 1is often a variety of
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PLANTS ANIMALS
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Rhizoclonium spp.
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Balanus eburneus
Brachidontes spp.
Nereis spp.
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fAsaIdfa niger
Crassostrea

Bostrychia spp.
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] virginica
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Acanthophora spp. terebrans
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Wrangleia spp.
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Figure 9. Vertical distribution of selected algae and invertebrates on red
mangrove prop roots (compiled from Taylor 1960 and our own observations).
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tropical algae including species of
Caulerpa, Acetabularia, Penicillus,
Gracilaria, Halimeda, Sargassum,
Batophora, Udotea, and Dasya. These are
discussed at Tength by Zieman (in prep).
Other pertinent references for mangrove
regions include Davis ([1940), Taylor
{1960), Tabb and Manning (1961), and Tabb
et al. (1962).

5.2 PHYTOPLANKTON

A1l aspects of phytoplankton, from
seasonal occurrence to productivity
studies, are poorly studied in mangrove
ecosystems. This is particularly true in
Florida.

Evidence from Brazil (Teixeira et al.
1965, 1967, 1969; Tundisi 1969) dindicates
that phytoplankton can be an important
component of the total primary production
in mangrove ecosystems; just how important
fs not clear. Generally, standing crops
of net phytoplankton in mangrove areas are
low (personal observation). The nanno-
plankton, which have not been studied at
all, appear to be most important in terms
of total metabolism (Tundisi 1969). The
net plankton are usually dominated by
diatoms such as Thalassothrix spp.,
Chaetoceras spp., Nitzschia spp.,
Skeletonema spp., and Rhizosolenia spp.
[Mattox 1949; Wood 1965; Walsh 1967; Bacon
1970). At times, blooms of dinoflagel-
lates such as Peridinium spp. and
Gymnodinium spp. may dominate (personal
observation). In many locations, particu-
larly in shallow waters with some turbu-
lence, benthic diatoms such as Pleurosigma
spp., Mastogloia spp., and Disploneis may
be numerica;ly important in the net plank-
ton (Wood 1965).

Understanding the mangrove-associated
phytoplankton community is complicated by
the constant mixing of water masses in
mangrove regions. Depending upon the
location, the phytoplankton may be domi-
nated by oceanic and neritic forms, by
true estuarine plankton, and by freshwater
plankton. The pattern of dominance may
change dafily or seasonally depending upon
the source of the principal water mass.

Before we can understand the impor-
tance (or lack of importance) of phyto-
plankton in mangrove regions, some ques-
tions must be answered. How productive
are the nannoplankton? How does the daily
and seasonal shift in phytoplankton domi-
nance affect community productivity? Does
the generally low standing crop of phyto-
plankton represent low productivity or a
high arazing rate?

5.3 ASSOCIATED VASCULAR PLANTS

Four species of aguatic grasses occur
on bay and creek bottoms adjacent to man-
grove forests. Turtle grass, [palassia
testudinum, and manatee grass, Sgrinﬂoﬁugg
filliforme, are two tropical sea grasses
which occur in waters with average salini-
ties above about 20 ppt. Shoal agrass,
Halodule wrightii, is found at somewhat
Tower salinities and widgeongrass, Ruppia
maritima, is a freshwater grass which can
tolerate low salinities, These grasses
occur throughout south Florida, often in
close juxtaposition to mangroves. Zieman
(in prepd presents a thorouah review of
sea grasses along with comments about
possible energy flow linkages with
manqrave ecosystems.

There are extensive areas of man-
groves in south Florida which are closely
associated with marshes dominated by a
variety of other salt-tolerant plants.
For example, along the southwest coast
between Flamingo and Naples, marshes are
scattered throughout the mangrove belt and
also border the mangroves on the upland
side. The estuarine marshes within the
mangrove swamps have heen extensively
described by Egler (1952), Carter et al.
(1973), and DImstead et al, (1981). They
caontain various salt-tolerant marsh
species including: salt grass, Distichlis
spfcata, black needle rush, Juncus
roemerianus, spike rush, Eleocharis
cellulosa, glass wort, Salicornia spp.,
Gulf cordgrass, Spartina spartinae, sea
purslane, Sesuvium portulacastrum, salt
wort, Batis maritima, and sea ox-eye,
Borrichia frutescens. Farther north,
above Tampa on the west coast of Florida,
marshes populated by smooth cordgrass,
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Spartina alterniflora, and black needle
rush, Juncus roemerianus, bhecome more
extensive and eventually replace mangrove
swamps. Even in the Everglades region,
the saline marshes are comparahle to man-
groves in areal extent, although they
tend to be some distance from open water.
Studies of these marshes, including as-
sessment of their ecological value, are
almost non-existent. Certainly, they have
considerable importance as habitat for
small fishes which, in turn, support many
of the nesting wading birds in south
Florida (see section 9).

Tropical hardwood forests may occur
within the mangrove zone in south Florida,
particularly where old shorelines or areas
of storm sedimentation have created ridges
1 m or more above MSL {mean sea level)
(OImstead et al. 1981). Similar forests
or "hammeocks" occur to the rear of the
mangrove zane on higher ground. Typical
trees in both forest types include the fan
palm, Thrinax radiata, buttonwood,
Conocarpus erecta, manchineel, Hippomane
mancinella, and, in the past, mahoagany,
Swietenia mahagoni. Olmstead et al.
(1987) provide a description of these
communities.

Freshwater marsh plants, such as the
qrasses, rushes and sedges that dominate
the freshwater Everqglades, are not
mentioned here, although they are
occasionally mixed in with small mangroves

that have become established well inland.
See Hofstetter (1974) for a review of
literature dealing with these plants.

Finally, a group of somewhat salt-
tolerant herbaceous plants s found
within stands of mangroves. They usually
occur where slight increases jn elevation
exist and where sufficient 1ight filters
through the mangrove canopy. Carter et
al. (1973) 1ist the following as examples
of members of the mangrove community:
leather ferns, Acrostichum aureum and A.
danaeifolium; spanish bayonet, Yucca
aloifolia; spider 1ily, Hymenocallis
Tatifolia; sea blite, Suaeda linearis,
chaff flower, Alternanthera rampsissima:
samphire, Philoxerus vermicularis; blood-
leaf, Iresine celosia; pricklypear cactus,
Opuntia stricta; marsh elder, Iva
frutescens; the rubber vine, Rhabdadenia
biflora; the lianas, I[pomoea tuba and
Hippocratea volubilis; and a variety of
bromeliads (Bromeliaceae).

Although the 1ists of vascular plants
which occur in mangrove swamps may seem
extensive, the actual number of species in
any given location tends to be low
compared to totally freshwater environ-
ments (see Carlton 1977). Analogous to
temperate salt marshes, mangrove swamps
possess too many sources of stress,
particularly from tidal salt water, to
have a hiagh diversity of vascular plant
species.
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CHAPTER 6.

6,1 ECOLOGICAL RELATIONSHIPS

The mangrove ecosystem, with its tree
canopies, masses of aerial roots, muddy
substrates, and associated creeks and
small embayments, offers many habitat
opportunities for a wide variety of inver-
tebrates. While there are few comparisons
of species richness with other types of
coastal ecosystems, mangrove swamps appear
to be characterized by moderately high
invertebrate species diversity. Abele
(1974) compared H' {Shannon Weaver) diver-
sity of decapod crustaceans between
various Tittoral marine communities and
found mangrove swamps in an intermediate
position with more decapod species than
Spartina marshes but considerably less
tEan were associated with rocky substrate
communities.

There is little doubt that the maze
of prop roots and muddy substrates under
intertidal mangrove trees provides habitat
for a wide range of invertebrates and
fishes (Figure 10) (see section 7 for the
Tatter). The nursery value of the prop
root complex for juvenile spiny lobsters,
Panulirus argus, is well established
{01sen et afl. 5: D1sen and Koblic 1975;
Little 1977: Witham et al. 1968). Ac-
cording to these researchers, the phyl-
losome larvae of spiny lobsters often
settle among the prop roots and remain
there for much of their juvenile lives.
The prop roots provide protection from
predators and a possible source of food in
the associated populations of small inver-
tebrates. To provide the best habitat, a
section of the prop roots should extend
below mean low tide. If conditions are
suitable, the juveniles may remain in
close association with the prop root com-
munity for as much as 2 years until they
reach a carapace length of 60 to 70 mm,

In addition to its value as spiny
lobster habitat, mangrove ecosystems also
harbor the following invertebrates: bar-
nacles, sponges, polychaete worms, gastro-
pod mollusks, pelecypod mollusks, isopods,
amphipods, mysids, crabs, caridean shrimp,
penaeid shrimp, harpacticoid copepods,
snapping shrimp, ostracods, coelenterates,
nematodes, a wide variety of insects,
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INVERTEBRATES

bryczoans, and tunicates. The most ob-
vious and dominant oroganisms are usually
barnacles, crabs, nysters, mussels, iso-
pods, polychaetes, gastropods and, tuni-
cates,

A striking characteristic of most
mangrove swamps is the pattern of horizon-
tal and vertical zonation of invertehrates
(Figure 9). Characteristic vertical zona-
tion patterns are found on the prop roots
{Rutzler 1969) and not so obvious horizon-
tal distributions occur as you move back
into the center of the swamp (Warner
1969). Invertebrate bipmass in the red
mangrove zone on the edge of the swamp may
be yery high, often in excess of 100 dry
q/m“ of organic matter in many locations
(personal observation). In the center of
the swamp, particularly where there is
little flooding, biomass is usually an
order of magnitude less; Golley et, al.
(1962) found an average of 6.4 g/m“ of
invertehrates in the center of a Puerto
Rican mangrove swamp.

Mangrove-associated invertebrates can
be placed in four major categories based
on trophic position:

(1) direct grazers - limited to
{a) insects and the mangrove tree

crab, Aratus pisonii, all of which feed on
leaves in the manqrove canopy ani

(b) a group of small invertebrates
which graze the prop root and mud alagae
directly;

(2} filter feeders - largely sessile
prop root invertebrates which filter phy-
toplankton and detritus from the water;

(3) deposit feeders - mobile inverte-
brates which skim detritus, algae and
occasional small animals from the surface
of the mud and forest floor;

(4) carnivores - highly mobile inverte-
brates which feed upon the three preceding
groups in all locations from the tree
canopy (largely insects) to the mud sur-
face. Food sources in mangrove swamps and
energy flow are discussed in section 3.6,



Figure 10, Photograph of red mangrove prop root habitat in clear shallow water with associated animal
and plant populations. Photograph is by Bianca Lavies (copyright, National Geographic Society).




6.2. ARBOREAL ARTHROPOD COMMUNITY

A surprising variety of arthropods
inhabit the mangrove canopy. BRecause they
are frequently secretive or possess
camouflage coloration, their numerical
importance often has bheen overlooked.
Beever et al. (1979) pointed out that
arboreal arthropods have a variety of
ecological roles: (1) direct herbivory on
mangrove leaves, (2) predator-prey inter-
actions, and (3) biomass export through
frass production and leaf defoliation.
Direct grazing is typically patchy in
distributifon. It is not unusual to find
extensive stretches of mangroves that have
scarcely been grazed. In nearhy areas, as
much as 80% of the leaves may have some
damage (Beever et al. 1979). As a general
rule, it is probably safe to state that
healthy, unstressed mangrove stands nor-
mally have less than 10% of their total
leaf area grazed (Heald 1969). In many
locations, percent leaf area damaged is on
the order of 1% to 2% (Beever et al.
1979). There are exceptions. Onuf et al.
(1977) reported biomass loss to arthropod
grazers as high as 26% in a mangrove stand
where growth and nitrogen content of the
leaves had been enhanced by input of nu-
trients from a bird rookery.

In terms of numbers of species, the
dominant group of arboreal arthropods is
insects. The most thorough inventory of
mangrove-associated insects was conducted
by Simberloff and Wilson to obtain the raw
data for their papers on island bio-
geography (Simberloff and Wilson 1969;
Simberloff 1976). These papers list over
200 species of insects associated with
overwash mangrove islands in the Florida
Keys. There is no reason to expect lesser
numbers in other types of mangrove com-
munities, except for the mangrove scrub
forests. The most thorough study of in-
sect grazing on manarove leaves s that of
Onuf et al. (1977) (see section 2.6).

Although not as numerically impres-
sive as the insects, the manarove tree
crab, Aratus pisonii, appears to be poten-
tially as important in terms of grazing
impact (Beever et al, 1973), The life
history of this secretive little crab has
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been descrihed by Warner (1967). Ig
Jamaica its numbers range from 11 to 16/m

at the edge of fringing swamps to 6/m®* in
the center of large swamps. Beever et al.
(1979) reported typical densities for a
variety uE_sites in south Florida of 1 to
4 crabs/m®. These same authors reported
some interesting details about the crab:
(1) the diet is omniverous ranging from
fresh mangrove leaves to caterpillars,
beetles, and various insects: (2) the crab
suffers highest predation pressure while
in the planktonic larval stage; (3) preda-
tion on the crabs while in the arhoreal
community is low and comes from birds such
as the white ibis, raccoons, other man-
grove tree crabs and, if the crabs fall in
the water, fishes such as the mangrove
snapper; and (4) in one Tocation in south
Florida (Pine Island Sound) they found in
accordance with normal biogeoagraphical
theory, the highest densities of crabs
assocfated with fringing forests and the
Towest densities on distant islands, but
at Sugar Loaf Key the unexplainable
reverse distribution was found,

Other invertebrates may visit the
canopy from below either for purposes of
feeding or for protection from high tides.
Included in this aroup are the pulmonate
gastropods, Littorina angulifera,
Cerithidea scalariformis, and Melampus
coffeus, the isopod, Ligea exotica, and a
host of small crabs.

In summary, with the exception of a
half dozen key papers, the arboreal man-
grove community has been aenerally ig-
nored. Both fnsects and the mangrove tree
crab play siqnificant ecological roles and
may affect mangrove productivity to a
greater extent than has heen recognized.

6.3 PROP ROOT AND ASSOCIATED MUD SURFACE
COMMUNITY

These two somewhat distinct com-
munities have been Tumped together because
of the large number of mobile organisms
which move back and forth between tidal
cycles. The aerial roots are used as
protective habitat and to some extent for
feeding while the nearby mud substrates
are used principally for feeding.



The prop roots support an abundance
of sessile organisms. The vertical
zonation of both mobile and sessile inver-
tebrates has heen studied extensively in
other parts of the world (Goodbody 19613
Macnae 1968; Rutzler 1969; Coomans 1969;
Racon 1970; Koelehmainen 1973; Sasekumar
1974; Yoshioka 1975). Vertical zonation
certainly exists on Florida red mangrove
roots. The generalized scheme shown in
Fiqure 9 essentially contains two zones:
an upper zone dominanted by barnacles and
a lower zone dominated by mussels, oysters
and ascidians. Retween mean high tide and
mean tide, the wood boring isopod,
Sphaerama terebrans (discussed at length
in section 2.7) is important, hoth numeri-
cally and throuah the provision of
numerous holes for use by other organisms
(Estevez 1978).

The most complete study of the
Florida mangrove prop root community is
Courtney's (1975) comparison of seawall
and mangrove associations. He reported an
extensive list of invertehrates from man-
grove prop roots at Marco Island, Florida,
including: Crassostrea virginica,
Littorina angulifera, Crepidula plana,
Jiodora cayenensis, Urosalpinx perrugata,
Pisania tincta, Brachidontes exustus,
nine species of polychaetes, Sphaeroma
terebrans, Palaemon floridanus,
Periclimenes longicaudatus, Synalpheus
fritzmuelleri, Thor floridanus,
Petrolisthes armatus, and at Teast eight
species of crabs. The following species
were found only on mangrave roots and not
on seawalls: Turitella sp., Melongena
corona, Anachis semiplicata, Bulla
striata, Hypselodoris sp., Arca imbricata,
Carditamera floridana, Pseudoirus typica,
and Martesia striata.

Tabb et al. [1962) and Odum and Heald
(1972) reported a variety of invertebrates
associated with prop roots in the White-
water Bay region. Although many species
coincide with Courtney's (1975) Tist,
there are also significant differences due
to the Tower salinities in this region.
It is probably safe to conclude that prop
root communities vary somewhat fraom site
to site in response to a number of factors
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fncluding latitude, salinity, and proxi-
mity to other communities such as sea
grass beds and coral reefs.

Sutherland (1980), working on red
mangrove prop root communities in
Venezuela, found little change in the
invertebrate species composition on indi-
vidual prop roots during an 18-month
period. The species composition varied
greatly, however, between adjacent prop
roots, presumably in response to stochas-
tic (chance) processes.

The mud flats adjacent to mangroves
provide feeding areas for a range of in-
vertebrates that scuttle, crawl, and swim
out from the cover of the mangrove roots.
Some emerge at low tide and feed on algae,
detritus, and small invertebrates on the
mud flats while they are high and dry.
Others emerge while the tide is in, parti-
cularly at night, and forage across the
flooded flats in search of the same foods
plus other invertebrates which have
emerged from the mud. In many ways the
mangrove-mud flat relationship is analo-
gous to the coral reef (refuge) sea grass
{feeding area) relationship reviewed by
Zieman (in prep). The net effect is that
the jmpact of the mangrove community may
extend some distance beyond the boundaries
of the manarove forest.

[n addition to the organisms which
move from the mangroves to the mud flats,
there is a small group which uses the
substrate adjacent to mangroves for both
habitat and feeding. In the Whitewater
Bay region, four crabs exploit the inter-
tidal muds from the safety of burrows:
Uca pugilator, U. speciosa, U. thayeri,
and Eurytium limosum (Tahb ot al. |%GE§.
In low salinity mangrove forests of south
Florida, the crayfish, Procambarus alleni,
is a dominant member of the burrowinag,
benthic community (Hobbs 1942) as is the
crab, Rhithropanopeus harrisii (Odum and
Heald T972). gutﬁ organisms are found in
a remarkable number of fish stomachs.

The benthic fauna and infauna of
creek and bay bottoms near mandrove
forests are highly variable from one



location to the next. Many of these
organisms, particularly the deposit and
filter feeders, benefit from particulate
organic matter originating from mangrave
Titter fall (Odum and Heald 1972, 1975b).
Tabb and Manning (1961) and Tabb et al.
(1962) present lists and discussions of
many of the benthic invertebrates adjacent
to mangrove areas of Whitewater Bay.
Weinstein et al, {1977) compared the ben-
thic fauna of a mangrove-lined creek and a
nearby man-made canal on Marco Island.
They found (1) the mangrove fauna to be
more diverse than the canal fauna and (2)
@ higher diversity of organisms at the
mouths of mangrove creeks than in the
“heads" or upstream ends. Courtney (1975)
found the same pattern of upstream
decreases in diversity, presumably in
response to decreasing oxygen concentra-
tions and increasingly finer sediments.

Finally, the irregularly flooded sub-
strates in the center of mangrove forests
contain a small but interesting assemblage
of invertebrates. The litter laver,
composed largely of mangrove leaves, evi-
dently includes a variety of nematodes.
Due to the usual taxonomic difficulties in
identifying nematodes, complete species
lists do not exist for mangrove forests;
however, many species and individuals are
associated with the decaying Teaves
{Hopper et al. 1973). 1In addition to
nematodes, the wetter sections of the
swamp floor can contain mosguito and other
insect larvae, polychaetes, harpacticoid
copepods, isopods, and amphipods.
Simberloff (1976) l1ists 16 species of
insects associated with the muddy floor of
manqrove forests. Roaming across the
forest floor during low tide are several
crustaceans including the mangrove tree
crab, Aratus pisonii, crabs of the genus
Sesarma, and the pulmonate gastropods,
Melampus coeffeus and Cerithidea
scalariformis. Roth snails clearly have
the ability to graze and consume recently
fallen leaves (personal observation).
With favorable conditions (relatively fre-
quent tidal inundation plus the presence
of red mangroves) Melampus populations can
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exceed Eﬂﬂfm and average 100 to 200 /m?
(Heald, unpublished datd, Cerithidea is
found largely in association with black
mangroves ipd can reach densitfes of at
Teast 400/m®.

6.4 WATER COLUMN COMMUNITY

This section is embarrassingly short;
the reasons for this brevity are (1) the
paucity of research on zooplankton fin
Florida mangrove-dominated areas and (2)
our fnability to discover some of the work
which undouhtedly has been done. Davis
and Williams (1950) are usually quoted as
the primary reference on Florida manarove-
associated zooplankton, but their paper
only lists zooplankters collected in two
areas. Zooplankton near mangroves are
probably no different from those found in
other shallow, inshore areas in south
Florida. Based on Davis and Williams
{1950) and Reeve (1964), we can hypothe-
size that the community is dominated by
copepod species of genus Acartia, particu-
larly Acartia tonsa. n 4 tion, we
could expect a few other calanoid cope-
pods, arrow warms (Sagitta spp.), many
fish, polychaete and crustacean larvae and
eqgs. Another component of the "planktony
particularly at night, are benthic
amphipods, mysids, and isopods which leave
the hottom to feed (personal observation).

Plankton are not the only inverte-
brates in the water column. Swimming
crabs, such as the blue crab, Callinectes
sapidus, are plentiful in most estuarine
EEFEFEFE reqions of south Florida. Other
swimming crustaceans include the caridean
shrimp (Palaemonetes spp. and Peri-
climenes spp.), the snapping shrimp
{Eﬁgheus spp.), and the penaeid shrimp

enaeus sppl). A1l of these swimming
crustaceans spend considerahle time on or
in the benthos and around mangrove prop
roots. From the economic point of view,
the pink shrimp, Penaeus duorarum, is
probably the most important species asso-
ciated with mangrove areas (see discussion
in sectian 11).




CHAPTER 7.

Of the six mangrove community types
discussed in section 1.5, Tishes are an
important component of four: (1) basin
forests, (2) riverine forests, (3) fringe
forests, and (4) overwash island forests.
For convenience we have divided fringe
forests into two sub-components: (a)
forests which fringe estuarine bays and
lagoons and (b) forests which fringe
oceanic bays and lagoons. This division
is necessary because the fish communities
differ markedly.

Mangroves serve two distinct roles
for fishes and it is conceptually impor-
tant to distinguish between them. First,
the mangrove-water interface, generally
red mangrove prop roots, afford a rela-
tively protected habitat which is particu-
larly suitable for juvenile fishes.
Secondly, mangrove leaves, as discussed in
section 3.6, are the basic energy source
of a detritus-based food web on which many
fishes are dependent. The habitat value
of mangroves can be considered strictly a
function of the area of interface between
the water and the mangrove prop roots; it
is an attribute shared by 211 four types
of mangrove communities. The importance
of the mangrove detritus-based food web is
dependent on the relative contribution of
other forms of energy in a given environ-
ment, including phytoplankton, benthic
algae, sea grass detritus, and terrestrial
carbon sources. Figure 11 provides a
diagrammatic representation of the rela-
tive positions along a food web continuum
of the four mangrove communities.

Fishes recorded from mangrove habi-
tats in south Florida are listed in Appen-
dix B, Although the fish communities are
discussed separately below, they have been
combined into certain categories in Appen-
dix B; fishes from mangrove basins and
riverine forests have been combined under
the heading of tidal streams; fishes from
fringing forests along estuarine bays and
lagoons are listed under the heading of
estuarine bays; fishes from oceanic bays
and lagoons have been listed under oceanic
bays. Since no surveys have been
published specifically relating to over-
wash island forests, there is no listing
for this community type in Appendix B.

COMMUNITY COMPONENTS -
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FISHES

Site characteristics and sampling methods
for these community types are summarized
in Appendix A. Nomenclature and taxonomic
order follow Bailey et al. (1970)

7.1 BASIN MANGROVE FORESTS

The infreguently flooded pools in the
black mangrove-dominated zone provide an
gextreme habitat which few species of
fishes can tolerate. The waters are
darkly stained with organic acids and
tannins leached from the thick layer of
leaf litter. Dissolved oxygen is
frequently low (1-2 ppm) and hydrogen
sul fide 15 released from the sediments
following physical disturbance. Salini-
ties are highly variable ranging from
totally fresh to hypersaline. The fish
families best adapted to this habitat are
the euryhaline cyprinodonts (killifishes)
and the poeciliids (livebearers). The
killifishes include Fundulus confluentus
(Heald et al., 1974), Rivulus marmoratus
(M. P. Weinstein, Va. Commonwealth Univ.,
Richmond, Va.; personal communication
1981), Floridichthys carpio, and
Cyprinodon varieaatus (Odum 1970). The
poeci s include Poecilia latipinna
(Odum 1970) and, the most common, Gambusia
affinis (Heald et al. 1974). MWhiTe the
species richness of fishes in this habitat
is low, the densities of fish are often
very high. Weinstein (pers. comm.) has
recorded up to 38 fish/m®,

411 of these fishes are permanent
residents, completing their life cycles in
this habitat. They feed primarily on
mosquito larvae and small crustaceans such
as amphipods which, in turn, feed on man-
grove detritus and algae. These small
fishes enter coastal food webs when they
are flushed into the main watercourses
during hiagh spring tides or following
seasonally heavy rains. Here they are
eaten by numerous piscivorous fishes in-
cluding snook, ladyfish, tarpon, gars, and
mangrove snappers. The alternate enerqgy
pathway for fishes of the black mangrove
basin wetlands occurs when the pools
shrink during dry weather, the fishes are
concentrated into smaller areas, and are
fed-upon by various wading birds including
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Figure 11. Gradient of mangrove-associated fish communities showing representative species. Fish are not
drawn to scale. 1 = rivulus, 2 = mosquitofish, 3 = marsh killifish, 4 = ladyfish, 5 = striped mullet, 6 =
yellowfin mojarra, 7 = juvenile sheepshead, B = tidewater silversides, 9 = sheepshead minnow, 10 = silver
perch, 11 = pigfish, 12 = blackcheek tonguefish, 13 = scrawled cowfish, 14 = fringed pipefish, 15 = fringed
filefish, 16 = lemon shark, 17 = goldspotted kil11ifish, 18 = southern stingray, 18 = juvenile schoolmaster,
20 = juvenile tomtate, 21 = juvenile sergent major. See Appendix B for scientific names.



herons, ibis and the wood stork (Heald et
al. 1974).

7.2 RIVERINE FORESTS

Tidal streams and rivers, fringed
largely by red managroves, connect the
freshwater marshes of south Florida with
the shallow estuarine bays and lagoons
(Figure 12). Few of these streams have
been studied thoroughly. The exception is
the North River which flows into White-
water Bay and was studied by Tabb (1966)
and Odum (1970). Springer and Woodburn
(1960) collected fishes in a bayou or
tidal pass connecting Boca Ciega Bay and
01d Tampa Bay. Carter et al. (1973)
reported on the fishes of two tidal
streams entering Fahkahatchee and Fahka
Union Bays. MNugent (1970) sampled fishes
in two streams on the western shore of
Biscayne Bay. Characteristics aof these
areas and sampling gear used by the inves-
tigators are summarized in Appendix A.

These tidal streams and associated
riverine mangrove forests exhibit extreme
seasonal wvariability in both physical
characteristics and fish community compo-
sition. Salinity variations are directly
related to changes in the make-up of the
fish assemblage. During the wet season
{(June - November), salinities fall
throughout the water courses and, at some
locations in certain heavy runoff years,
become fresh all of the way to the mouth
(Odum 1970), Opportunistic freshwater
species, which are normally restricted to
the sawgrass and hlack needle rush marshes
of the headwaters, invade the mangrove
zone. These include the Florida gar,
Lepisosteus %lgtirhincus; several
centrarchid sunfishes of the genus Lepomis
and the largemouth bass, Hicrn%terus
salmoides; the freshwater catfishes,
[ctalurus natalis and Noturus aqyrinus; and
the killifishes normally considered
freshwater inhabitants such as Lucania
goodei and Rivulus marmoratus.

During the dry season (December to
early May) salinities rise as a result of
decreased freshwater runoff and continuing
evaporation. Marine species invade the
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tidal streams primarily on feeding forays.
Examples include the jewfish, Epinephelus
itajara, the stingrays [Dasyaf?ﬁﬁi%:_fﬁi
needlefishes (Belonidae), the jacks
(Carangidae), and the barracuda, Sphyraena
barracuda. Other seasonal movements of
fishes appear to be temperature related.
Tabb and Manning (1961) documented move-
ments of a number of species from shallow
inshore waters to deeper water during
times of low temperature stress. The
Tined sole, the hogchoker, the bighead
searobin, and the striped mullet, for
example, are much less freguently caught
in winter in shallow inshore waters.

A third type of seasonality of fish
populations in the tidal rivers is related
to 1ife cycles. Many of the fish which
utilize the tidal stream habitat do so
only as juveniles. Thus, there are peaks
of abundance of these species following
offshore spawning when larval or juvenile
forms are recruited to the mangrove stream
habitat. In general, recruitment occurs
in the late spring or early summer fol-
lowing late winter and spring spawning
offshore or in tida)l passes (Reid 1954).
NMumerous species are involved in this life
cycle phenomenon including striped mullet,
qrey snapper, sheepshead, spotted sea
trout, red drum, and silver perch.

The only estimate of fish standing
crop from tidal stream habitats is that of
Carter et al. (1973). They recorded 27
species wefghin? 65,897 g (wet ”54 from
an area of 734 m© or about 90 g/m“. This
is probably an overestimate since an un-
known portion of the fish community had
moved from the flooded lowlands to the
stream on the ebb tide; sampling occurred
at low tide in October. Nonetheless, this
is an indication of the high fish standing
crop which this mangrove-associated habi-
tat can support. The number of species
reported from individual tidal streams
annually ranges from 47 to 60 and the
total from all tidal streams in southwest
Florida is 111 species [Appendix B).

The food webs in these riverine man-
grove ecosystems appear to be predomi-
nantly mangrove detritus-based, although
the Biscayne Bay stream studied by Nugent
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Figure 12. Aerial photograph of the mangrove belt of southwest Florida near
Whitewater Bay. MNote the complex system of pools and small creeks which connect
with the tidal river system.



{1970) may be an exception. The basic
link between the mangrove leaf and higher
order consumers is provided by micro-
organisms (fungi, bacteria, Protozoa)
which colonize the decaying leaf and con-
vert them into a relatively rich protein
source (Odum 1970; Odum and Heald 1975a).
These decaying leaf fragments with asso-
ciated microorganisms are fed upon by a
group of omnivorous detritivores including
amphipods, mysids, cumaceans, ostracods,
chironomid larvae, harpacticoid and
calanoid copepods, snapping shrimp,
caridean and penaeid shrimp, a variety of
crabs, filter-feeding bivalves, and a few
species of fishes (Odum 7970; Odum and
Heald 1972; Odum and Heald 1975b). These
detritivores, in turn, are consumed by a
number of small carnivorous fishes, which
in turn, are consumed by larger
piscivorous fishes. The cencept of man-
grove trophic structure is also discussed
in section 3.6. See Appendix B for
species specific dietary information.

The tidal creeks studied by Nugent
{1970) on the western shore of Biscayne
Bay differ from the previously discussed
streams in the Everglades estuary. The
mouths of the Biscayne Bay creeks have
dense growths of sea grasses which con-
tribute sea grass detritus. The salini-
ties are considerably greater and the
streams are located only a few kilometers
from coral reefs, which are largely absent
on Florida's west coast, at least close to
shore. As a result, 23 species listed in
Appendix B were captured by Nugent (1970)
and are not recorded from riverine man-
grove habitat on the west coast of
Florida. Examples include several of the
grunts (Pomadasyidae), the gray trigger-
fish, Balistes capriscus, the barbfish,
Scorpaena brasiliensis, the scrawled box-
fish, Lactophrys quadricornis, and the
snappers, Lutjanus apodus and L. synagris.

Riverine mangrove communities and
associated tidal streams and rivers are
typified by the following families of
fishes: killifishes (Cyprinodontidae),
livebearers (Poeciliidae), silversides
{Atherinidae), mojarras (Gerreidae), tar-
pon (Elopidae), snook (Centropomidae),
snappers (Lutjanidae), sea catfishes

(Ariidae), gobies (Gobiidae), porgys
(Sparidae), mullets (Mugilidae), drums
{Sciaenidae), and anchovies (Engraulidae).
The mangrove-lined streams and associated
poals are important nursery areas for
several marine and estuarine species of
gamefish. The tarpon, Megalops atlantica,
snook, Centropomus undecimalis, and lady-
fish, ETops saurus, utilize these areas
from the time they reach the estuary as
post-larvae, having been spawned offshore.
Gray snapper, Lutjanus griseus,
sheepshead, Archosarqus probatocephalus,
spotted seatrout, Lynoscion nebulosus, and
red drum, Sciaenops vcellata, are re-
crufted to grass beds of shallow bays and
Jagoons as post-larvae and enter the
mangrove-lined streams for the next sever-
al years (Heald and Odum 1970). Of these
species, only the spotted seatrout prob-
ably spawns in the estuary (Tabb 1966).
Other species of commercial or game mpor-
tance which use the riverine fringing
habitat include crevalle jack, gafftopsail
catfish, jewfish, striped mojarra, barra-
cuda, Atlantic thread herring, and yellow-
fin menhaden (Ddum 1970).

7.3 FRINGING FORESTS ALONG ESTUARINE BAYS
AND LAGOONS

Mangrove-fringed estuarine bays and
lagoons are exemplified by the Ten
Thousand Islands area and Whitewater Bay.
Quantitative fish data are available from
Fahkahatchee Bay (Carter et al. 1973;
Yokel 1975b; Seaman et al. 1973), Fahka
Union Bay {Carter et al. 1973), Rookery
Bay (Yokel 1975a), the Marco Island
Estuary (Weinstein et al. 1977; Yokel
1975a), and Whitewater Bay (Clark 1970).
Individual site characteristics are
summarized in Appendix A. A1l except
Fahka Union Bay contain significant
amounts of sea grasses. Macroalgae domi-
nate the benthic producers of Fahka Union
Bay. Studies by Reid (1954) and Kilby
{(1955) near Cedar Key, Florida,were not
included in our summary because mangroves
are sparse in this area and no mention of
mangrove collecting sites were made by
these authors. Studies of Caloosahatchee
Bay (Gunter and Hall 1965) and of
Charlotte Harbor (Wang and Raney 1971)
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were omitted because the areas studied
have been highly modified and because data
from many habitats were pooled in the
final presentation.

A1l of the bays reviewed in our sum-
maries are fringed by dense growths of red
mangroves and all contain small mangrove
islets. Carter et al. (1973), in their
studies of Fahkahatchee and Fahka Union
bays, estimated that 57% to 80% of the
total energy budget of these two bays is
supported by exports of particulate and
dissolved organic matter from the man-
groves within the bays and inflowing tidal
streams. Lugo et al. (1980) estimated
that the mangroves surrounding Rookery Bay
provide 32% of the energy base of the
heterotrophic community found in the bay.

Salinities in these bays tend to be
higher than in the tidal streams and
rivers and the fish assemblages reflect
both this feature and the added habitat
dimension of sea grass and macro algae
beds. Truly freshwater species are rare
in these communities and a proportionally
greater percentage of marine visitors is
present. The dominant fish families of
the benthic habitat include drums
(Sciaenidae), poragys (Sparidae), arunts
(Pomadasyidae), mojarras (Gerreidae),
snappers {Lutjanidae), and mullet (Mugili-
dae). Other familes with sizeable contri-
butions to the benthic fauna include pipe-
fishes (Syngnathidae), flounder (Bothi-
dae), sole ?Sn!eidae], searobins (Trigli-
dae), and toadfishes (Batrachoididae).

Numerically abundant fishes of the
mid and upper waters include anchovies
(Engraulidae), herrings (Clupeidae) and
needlefishes (Belonidae). At all loca-
tions studied, the benthic fauna was domi-
nated by the pinfish, Lagodon rhomboides,
the silver perch, Bairdiella chrysura, the
pigfish, Orthopristis chryso a, and the
mojarras, Eucingstomus gufﬂ and E.
argenteus. The most common midwater and
surface species include the two anchovies,

Anchoa mitchilli and A. hepsetus, and two
clupeids, Brevoortia smftﬁs and Harengula

ensacolae. The total number of species
recorded in the individual studies ranged
from 47 to 89; a total of 117 species was

collected in these mangrove-fringed bays
and lagoons (Appendix BJ.

In none of these studies were the
fishes specifically utilizing the fringing
mangrove habitat enumerated separately
from those collected in the bay as a
whole. The collections were most often at
open water stations easily sampled by
otter trawl., Carter et al. (1973) had two
shore seine stations adjacent to mangroves
but the data were pooled for publication.
Of the four stations in Rookery Bay sam-
pled by Yokel (1975a), one was immediately
adjacent to the fringing mangrove shore-
line and had moderate amounts of sea
grasses,

The typical pattern which emerges
from many estuarine studies is that rela-
tively few fish species numerically domi-
nate the catch. This is certainly true in
mangrove-fringed estuaries. In Rookery
Bay (Yokel 1975a) six species comprised
88% of the trawl-catchable fishes, 1in
Fahkahatchee Bay seven species comprised
97% of the catch from three capture
techniques (Carter et al. 1973), and in
the Marco Island estuary 25 species com-
prised 97% of the trawl-catchable fishes
{Weinstein et al. 1977).

Like tidal river and stream communi-
ties, these shallow bays serve as nur-
series for numerous species of estuarine-
dependent fishes that are spawned off-
shore. Based on the distribution and
abundance of juvenile Fishes of all spe-
cies in six habitats, Carter et al. (1973)
ranked the mangrove-fringed bays as the
most important nursery grounds; the tidal
streams were a close second. Shallow bays
and tidal streams provide safe nurseries
due to seasonally abundant food resources
and the low frequency of large predators
{Carter et al. 1973; Thayer et al. 1978).
The relative lack of large predaceous
fishes is probably due to their general
inability to osmorequlate in waters of low
and/or fluctuating salinity.

As in tidal streams, the peak abun-
dance of juvenile and larval fishes in the
bays is in spring and early summer (Reid
1954). In general, the highest standing
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crops and the greatest species richness of
fishes occur in the late summer and early
fall (Clark 1970). Fish densities decline
in the autumn and winter as many fishes
move to deeper waters.

7.4 FRINGING FORESTS ALONG OCEANIC BAYS
AND LAGDDNS

Mangrove-fringed "oceanic" bays and
lagoons are exemplified by Porpoise Lake
in eastern Florida Bay (Hudson et al.
1970), western Florida Bay (Schmidt 1979),
southern Biscayne Bay (Bader and Roessler
1971), and 01d Rhodes Key Lagoon in
eastern Riscayne Bay (Holm 1977). Charac-
teristics of these sites are summarized in
Appendix A. Compared to the mangrove-
fringed bays discussed in the previous
section, these environments generally ex-
hihit clearer water, sandier substrates,
and higher and less variahle salinities.
Closer proximity to the Florida reef
tract, the Atlantic Ocean, and the Gulf of
Mexico results in a larger potential pool
of fish species. These four locations
have produced reports of 156 fish species
(Appendix B).

Mangrove fringes make up a relatively
small proportion of these environments;
accordingly, their contribution to the bay
food webs is probably not very large.
Bader and Roessler (1972) estimated that
the fringing mangrove community contrib-
utes approximately 1% of the total eneray
budget of southern Biscayne Bay; they
considered only mainland mangroves and did
not include the small area of mangrove
islands. The main ecological role of the
fringing mangroves in this type of en-
vironment is probably twofold. First,
they increase the habitat diversity within
an otherwise relatively homogeneous bay
system. Second, they provide a relatively
protected habitat for juvenile fishes (and
certain invertebrates) that later move to
more open water or coral reef communities.
The second role is analogous to one of the
ecological roles of sea grass communities
(see Zieman, in prep) although the fish
species involved may be different.

Based primarily on habitat designa-
tions of Voss et al. (196%), the fishes of
Biscayne Bay can be characterized as to
preferred habitat. Of the three main
habitat types, (1) rock/coral/seawall, (2)
grassbed/tidal flat, and (3) mangrove, the
grasshed/tidal flat ranked first in fish
species occurrences. One hundred and
twenty-two of 156 species (79%) are known
to occur in this environment.
Rockfcoral /seawall habhitats were fre-
guented by 49 species (32%) and mangroves
are known to be uvutilized by 54 species
(35%) of the total fish species recorded
from this bay.

7.5 OVERWASH MANGROVE ISLANDS

In terms of fish-related research,
these communities are the least studied of
all mangrove community types in south
Florida. They are typified by the low-
lying mangrove-covered islands that occur
in the Florida Keys and Florida Bay and
may be overwashed periodically by the
tides. Examples include Shell Key, Cotton
Key, and the Cowpens. Islands of this
type extend southwest from the Florida
mainland through the Marquesas. The Dry
Tortugas lack well-developed mangrove com-
munities although stunted trees are found
(Dayis 1942),

These islands are the most oceanic of
any of the mangrove communities discussed.
They are characterized by relatively clear
water (Gore 1977) and are largely free of
the freshwater inflow and salinity varia-
tions which characterize other Florida
mangrove communities to varying degrees.
Numerous statements exist in the litera-
ture acknowledging the frequent proximity
of mangrove islands to coral reefs and sea
grass beds (McCoy and Heck 1976; Thayer et
al. 1978). Dlsen et al. (1973) working in
the U.5. Yirgin Islands, found 74% to 93%
overlap in the fish species compasition of
fringing coral reefs and shallow mangrove-
fringed oceanic bays. Voss et al, (1969)
listed fish species that were collected
from all three types of communities:
fringing mangroves, coral reefs and sea
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qrass beds in Biscayne Bay, but there
appears to have been no systematic survey
of the fish assemblage characteristic of
the mangrove-covered or mangrove-fringed
Florida Keys. No one has quantified the
faunal connections which we hypothesize
exjst between the mangroves and sea
grasses and between the mangroves and
coral reefs,

In the absence of published data from
the mangrove key communities, only tenta-
tive statements can be made. In general,
we expect that while manarove islands
serve as a nursery area for juvenile
fishes, this function is limited largely
to coral reef and marine inshore fishes
and not the estuarine-dependent species
that we have discussed previously. The
latter (juvenile snook, red drum, spotted
seatrout) appear to require relatively low
salinities not found in associatfon with
most of the overwash islands. Casual
observation around the edges of these
islands suggests that characteristic
fishes include the sea bass family (Ser-
ranidae), triggerfishes (Balistidae),
snappers (Lutjanidae), grunts (Poma-
dasyidae), porgies (Sparidae), parrotfishes
(Scaridae), wrasses Labridae}. bonefishes
{Albulidae), jacks (Carangidae), damsel-
fishes (Pomacentridae), and surgeonfishes
(Acanthuridae); many of these fishes occur
on or are associated with coral reefs. We
also suspect that considerable overlap
occurs in the fish assemblage of these
mangrove islands and sea grass communi-
ties; examples include puffers (Tetrao-

dontidae), pipefishes (Syngnathidae), go-
bies (Gobiidae) and scorpionfishes (Scor-
paenidae). Stark and Schroeder (1971)

suggested that juvenile gray snapper,
which use the fringing mangroves of the
keys as shelter during the day, forage in
adjacent sea grass beds at night. In the
absence of salinity barriers, predatory
fishes probably enter the fringes of these
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mangrove islands on the rising tide.
Inciuded in this group are sharks, tarpon,
jacks, snook, bonefish and barracuda.

7.6 GRADIENT OF MANGROVE COMMUNITY
INTERACTIONS

Mangrove communities occcur under a
wide range of conditions from virtually
freshwater at the headwaters of tidal
streams to nearly oceanic conditions in
the Florida Keys. Attempting to present a
single 1ist of Ffish characteristic of
mangrove environments (Appendix B) can be
misleading. For this reason we presented
the concept of a continuum or complex
gradient in Figure 11 and have followed
that scheme throughout section 7. The
gradient stretches from seasonally fresh
to oceanic conditions, from highly varia-
ble salinities to nearly constant salini-
ty, from muddy and limestone substrates to
sandy substrates, from dark-stained and
sometimes turbid waters to clear waters,
and from food webs that are predominantly
mangrove detritus-based to food webs based
primarily on other enerqy sources. Clear-
1y, there are other gradients as one moves
from north to socuth in the State of
Florida. At the northern end of the
State, temperatures are more variable and
seasonally lower than in the south. Sedi-
ments change from predominantly silicious
in central and north Florida to predomi-
nantly carbonate in extreme south Florida.
Nevertheless, the complex gradient shown
in Fiqure 11, while greatly simplified for
graphic purposes, suggests that charac-
teristic fish assemblages replace one
another along a gradient of changing
physical and biogeocaraphic conditions.
Such a concept is useful in understanding
the factors controlling the composition of
fish assemblages associated with mangroves
of the four major community types in south
Florida.



CHAPTER 8.

Food habits and status of 24 species
of turtles, snakes, 1izards, and frogs of
the Florida mangrove region are given in
Appendix C. Any of three criteria had to
be met before a species was included in
this table: (1) a direct reference in
the literature to mangrove use by the
species, (2) reference to a species as
being present at a particular geographical
location within the mangrove zone of
Florida, and (3) North American species
recorded from mangroves in the West Indies
or South America, but not from Florida.
This last criterion assumes that a species
which can utilize mangroves outside of
Florida will be able to use them in
Florida. Ten turtles are listed of which
four (striped mud turtle, chicken turtle,
Florida red-bellied turtle, and softshell
turtie) are typical of freshwater. Two
(mud turtle and the ornate diamondback
terrapin) are found in brackish water and
the remainder (hawkshill, areen, loagger-
head, and Atlantic ridley) are found in
marine waters.

Freshwater species usually occur in
the headwater regions of mangrove-lined
river systems. All four freshwater
species are found in habitats other than
mangraove swamps including streams, ponds,
and freshwater marshes. The brackish
water species are found in salt marshes in
addition to mangrove swamps. Mangroves,
however, are the principal habitat for the
arnate diamondback terrapin (Ernst and
Barbour 1972). Carr and Goin {1095858)
Tisted two subspecies of the diamondback:
Malaclemys terrapin macrospilota and M. t.
rhizophorarum. Malaclemys terrapin macro-
spilota inhabits the southwest and south-
ern coasts, and M. t. rhizophorarum is
found in the Florida Keys. The two sub-
species intergrade in the region of north-
ern Florida Bay.

A1l four of the marine turtles are
associated with mangrove vegetation at
some stage of their lives. Loggerhead and
green turtles are apparently much less
dependent on mangroves than the remaining
two, although we strongly suspect that
recently hatched loggerheads may use man-
grove estuaries as nursery areas. Green
turtles are generally believed to feed on
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a variety of submerged aguatic plants and
sea grasses; recent evidence has shown
that they also feed on mangrove roots and
leaves (Ernst and Barbour 1972). The
Atlantic ridley's preferred habitat is
"shallow coastal waters, especially the
mangrove-bordered bays of the southern
half of the peninsula of Florida" (Carr
and Goin 1955). Hawksbill turtles feed on
a variety of plant materials including
mangrove (especially red mangrove),
fruits, leaves, wood, and bark (Ernst and
Barbour 1972).

Three species in the genus Anolis
have been reported from Florida mangroves:
the green anole, the cuban brown anole,
and the Bahaman bank anole. A1l are
arboreal lizards that feed on insects.
The green anole is widespread throughout
the Southeastern United States and is not
at all dependent on mangrove swamps. The
other two species have much more
restricted distributions in the United
States and are found only in south
Florida. They also are not restricted
to manarove ecosystems. Of the six
species of snakes listed, the mangrove
water snake (Figure 13) is most dependent
upon mangrove habitats.

Two important species of reptiles
found in mangrove swamps are the American
alligator and the American crocodile. The
alligator is widespread throughout the
Southeastern United States and is only
incidentally found in Tow salinity sec-
tions of Florida mangrove areas (Kushlan
1980). The American crocodile is rare;
historically its distribution was centered
in the mangrove-dominated areas of the
upper and lower Florida Keys (particularly
Key Largo) and the mangrove-lined shore-
lines and mud flats along the northern
edge of Florida and Whitewater Bays
(Kushlan 1980). Mangroves appear to be
critical habitat for this species. Its
range has shrunk considerably in south
Florida since the 1930's, even though
Florida Bay was added to Everglades
National Park in 1950 {Moore 1953; Ogden
1978). Much of the decrease in range is
due to increased human activity in the
Florida Keys. The remaining population
centers of the American crocodile are in



Figure 13. The mangrove water snake, Nerodia fasciata compressicauda, curled on
a red mangrove prop root. Photograph by David Scott.
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northern Florida Bay and adjacent coastal
swamps and the northern end of Key Largo
(0gden 1978; Xushlan 1980). The species
uses a variety of habitats for nesting in
the Florida Bay region including open
hardwood thickets along creek banks,
hardwood-shrub thickets at the heads of
sand-shell beaches, and thickets of black
mangroves behind marl banks (Ogden 1978).
On Key Largo the crocodile locates its
nests on creek and canal banks in red and
black mangrove swamps (Ogden 1978). Man-
grove areas thus appear to be important in
the breeding biology of this endangered
species.

Interestingly, only three species of

amphibians, to our knowledge, have been
recorded in Florida mangrove swamps [Ap-
pendix C). This is due to two factors:
(1) lack of detailed surveys in low sa-
linity swamps and (2) the inability of
most amphibians to osmoregulate in salt
water. No doubt, several additional
species occur in the freshwater -dominated
hammock and basin mangrove communities
inland from the coast. Possible addi-
tional species include: the eastern
narrow-mouthed toad, Gastrophryne caro-
linensis, the eastern spadefoot toad,
Scaphiopus holbrooki, the cricket frog,
Acris gryllus, the green tree frog, Hyla
cinerea, and the southern leopard froag,
Rana utricularia.
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CHAPTER 9.

9.1 ECOLOGICAL RELATIONSHIPS

Because mangroves present a more
diverse structural habitat than most
coastal ecosystems, they should harbor a
greater variety of birdlife than areas
such as salt marshes, mud flats, and
beaches (MacArthur and MacArthur 1961).
The shallow water and exposed sediments
below mangroves are available for probing
shorebirds. Longer-legged wading birds
utilize these shallow areas as well as
deeper waters along mangrove-lined pools
and waterways. Surface-feeding and diving
birds would be expected in similar areas
as the wading birds. The major difference
between mangrove swamps and other coastal
ecosystems is the availability of the
trunks, limbs, and foliage comprising the
tree canapy. This enables a variety of
passerine and non-passerine birds, which
are not found commonly in other wetland
areas, to use mangrove swamps. It also
allows extensive breeding activity by a
number of tree-nesting birds.

The composition of the avifauna com-
munity in mangrove ecosystems is, in fact,
highly diverse, Cawkell (1964) recorded
45 species from the mangroves of Gambia
(Africa). Haverschmidt (1965) reported 87
species of birds which utilized mangroves
in Surinam (S. America). Ffrench (1966)
Tisted 94 species from the Caroni mangrove
swamp in Trinidad while Bacon (1970) found
137 in the same swamp. In Malaya, Nisbet
(1968) reported 121 species in mangrove
swamps and Field (1968) ohserved 76 from
the mangroves of Sierra Leone (Africa).

Use of mangrove ecosystems by birds
in Florida has not been recorded in de-
tail. MNinety-two species have been ob-
served in the mangrove habitat of Sanibel
Island, Florida (L. Narcisse, J.N. "Ding"
Darling Natl. Wildlife Refuge, Sanibel
Is., Fla.; personal communication 1981).
Robertson (1955) and Robertson and Kushlan
{1374) reported on the entire breeding
bird fauna of peninsular south Florida,
including mangrove regions. Based on
limited surveys, these authors reported
only 17 species as utilizing mangroves for
breeding purposes. Because their studies
did not consider migrants or non-breeding

COMMUNITY COMPONENTS - BIRDS

residents, a significant fraction of the
avifauna community was omitted.

Based on information gleaned from the
literature, we have compiled a 1ist of 181
species of birds that use Florida mangrove
areas for feeding, nesting, roosting, or
other activities (Appendix D). Criteria
for 1isting these species is the same as
that used for listing reptiles and amphi-
bians (see Chapter 8 of this volume).

Often references were found stating
that a given species in Florida occurred
in "wet coastal hammocks", "coastal wet
forests" or the 1ike, without a specific
reference to manaroves. These species
were not included in Appendix D. Thus,
this list is a conservative estimate of
the avifauna associated with Florida man-
grove swamps. Sources for each listing
are provided even though many are redun-
dant. Food habit data are based on Howell
(1932) and Martin et al. (1951). Esti-
mates of abundance were derived from bird
1ists published by the U.S5. Fish and
Wildlife Service for the J.N. "Ding"
Darling Mational Wildlife Refuge at
Sanibel Island, Florida, and by the Ever-
glades Matural History Association for
Everglades National Park. Freqguently,
species were recorded from mangrove swamps
at one location, but not the other.

We have divided the mangrove avifauna
into six groups based on similarities in
methods of procuring food. These groups
(guilds) are the wading birds, probing
shorebirds, floating and diving water-
birds, aerially-searching birds, birds of
prey, and arboreal birds. This last aroup
is something of a catch-all group, but is
composed mainly of birds that feed and/or
nest in the mangrove canopy.

9.2 WADING BIRDS

Herons, egrets, ibises, hitterns, and
spoonbills are the most conspicuous group
of birds found in mangroves (Figure 14)
and are by far the most studied and best
understood. Eighteen species (and one
impartant subspecies) are reported from
south Florida mangroves.
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Figure 14. A variety of wading birds feeding in a manyrove-lined pool near
Flamingo, Florida. Photograph by David Scott.
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Mangrove swamps provide two functions
for wading birds. First, they function as
feeding grounds. Two-thirds of these
species feed almost exclusively on fishes.
Although much of their diet is provided by
freshwater and non-mangrove marine areas,
all of them feed frequently in mangrove
swamps. White ibis feed predominantly on
crabs of the genus Uca when feeding in
mangroves (Kushlan and Kushlan 1975;
Kushlan 1979). Mollusks and invertebrates
of the sediments are principal foods of
the roseate spoonbill although some fish
are eaten (Allen 1942). VYellow-crowned
night herons and American bitterns eat
crabs, crayfish, frogs, and mice in addi-
tion to fishes. Snails of the genus
Pomacea are fed upon almost exclusively hy
the limpkin. The sandhill crane is an
anomaly in this group since a majority of
its food is vegetable matter, especially
roots and rhizomes of Cyperus and
Sagittaria. Its use of mangroves is
probabTy minimal, occurring where inland
coastal marshes adjoin mangroves (Kushlan,
unpubl. data). The remaining 12 species
are essentially piscivorous although they
differ somewhat 1in the species and sizes
of fishes that they consume.

Mangrove swamps also serve as
breeding habitat for wading birds. With
the exception of the limpkin, sandhil]
crane, and the two bitterns, all wading
bird species in Appendix D build their
nests in all three species of mangrove
trees (Maxwell and Kale 1977; Girard and
Taylor 1979), The species often aggregate
in large breeding colonies with several
thousand nesting pairs (Kushlan and White
1977a). The Louisiana heron, snowy earet,
and cattle egret are the most numerous
breeders in south Florida mangroves (based
on data in Kushlan and White 1977a).

In wet years over 90% of the south
Florida population of white ibis breed in
the interior, freshwater wetlands of the
Everglades; during these times the man-
groves are apparently unimportant, sup-
porting less than 10% of the population
(Kushlan 1976, 1977a, b). During drought
years, however, production is sustained
solely by breeding colonies located in
mangroves near the ceast (Kushlan 1977a,

b). Mangroves are critically important
for the survival of the white ibis popula-
tion even though they appear to be
utilized to a lesser extent than fresh-
water habitats. This pattern of larger
but less stable breeding colonies using
inland marshes and smaller but more stable
colonies using mangroves is also charac-
teristic of heron populations (Kushlan and
Frohring, in prep).

Table 5 gives the number of active
nests observed in mangrove regions during
the 1974-75 nesting season and the percen-
tage this represents of the entire south
Florida breeding population for the nine
most abundant species of waders and three
associated species. The dependence of
roseate spoonbills, great blue herons,
Louisiana herons, brown pelicans, and
double-crested cormorants on mangrove
regions is evident. MNesting by the red-
dish egret was not quantified during this
study although Kushlan and White (1977a)
indicated that the only nests of this
species which they saw were, in fact, in
mangroves. Further observations indicate
that this species nests in mangroves ex-
clusively (Kushlan, pers. comm.). Similar-
ly, the great white heron is highly depen-
dent upon mangroves for nesting; they use
the tiny mangrove islets which abound
along the Florida Keys and in Florida Bay
{Howel1 1932).

During many years the Everglades
population of wood storks is known to nest
almost solely in mangroves (Ogden et al.
1976); this population comprises approxi-
mately one-third of the total south
Florida population. Successful breeding
of all these mangrove nesters s un-
doubtedly correlated with the abundant
supply of fishes associated with man-
groves. Meeting the energetic demands of
growing young is somewhat easier in habi-
tats with abundant prey. This 1is
especially important for the wood stork
which reguires that its prey be concen-
trated into small pools by falling water
Tevels during the dry season before it can
nest successfully (Kahl 1964; Kushlan et
al, 1975: Odgen et al. 1978)., Breeding
activity by wading birds in mangroves
along the southwest and southern Florida
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Table 5. MNesting statistics of wading birds and associated
species in south Florida, 1974-1975 (based on data in
Kushlan and White 1977a).

Active nests in

% of total active
nests in south

Species manqroves Florida
White ibis 1914 7
Roseate spoonbill 500 100
Wood stork 1335 31
Great blue heron 458 92
Great egret 1812 39
Snowy egret 2377 46
Little bBlue heron il 15
Louisiana heron ino 70
Cattle egret 2180 13
Brown pelican 741 100
Nouble-crested

cormorant 1744 a3
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coasts takes place throughout the vear
(Table 6); at least one species of wader
breeds during every month. Colonies on
the mangrove islands in Florida Bay were
noted to be active nesting sites during
all months of the year except September
and October (Kushlan and White 1977a).

The seasonal movements of wood storks
and white ibises between the various south
Florida ecosystems were described by
Ogden et al. (1978) and Kushlan (1979).
Mangrove ecosystems appear to be most
heavily used for feeding in summer (white
ibis) and early winter (white ibis and
wood stork)., The remaining species of
wading birds appear to use mangrove areas
most heavily in the winter months, reflec-
ting the influx of migrants from farther
north.

Wading birds play an important role
in nutrient cycling in the coastal man-
grove zone. Mclvor [pers. observ.) has
noted increased turbidity, greater algal
biomass, and decreased fish abundance
around red mangrove islets with nesting
frigate birds and cormorants. Onuf et al.
(1977) reported results from a small (100
bird) rookery on a mangrove islet on the
east copast of Florida. Additions of
ammonium-nitrogen frn? the hird's
droppings exceeded 1 g/m“/day. MWater
beneath the mangroves contained five times
more ammonium and phosphate than water
beneath manaroves without rookeries.
Although the wading birds were shown to be
a vector for concentrating nutrients, it
must be poted that this is a localized
phenomenon restricted to the areas around
rookeries in the mangrove zone. The
effect would be Tlarger around larger
rookeries, Onuf et al, (1977) also
reported that mangroves in the area of the
rookery had increased levels of primary
production, higher stem and faliar nitro-
gen levels, and higher herbivore grazing
impact than mangroves without rookeries.
Lewis and Lewis (1978) stated that man-
groves in large rookeries may eventually
be killed due to stripping of leaves and
branches for nesting material and by
poisoning due to large volumes of urea and
ammonia that are deposited in bird guano.
This latter effect would be more

pronounced in rookeries within mangrove
regions subject to infrequent tidal flush-
ing.

9.3 PROBING SHOREBIRDS

Birds in this group are commonly
found associated with intertidal and shal-
low water habitats. Wolff (1969) and
Schneider (1978) have shown that plovers
and sandpipers are opportunistic feeders,
taking the most abundant, proper-sized
invertebrates present in whatever habitat
the birds happen to occupy.

Of the 25 species included in this
quild (Appendix D), two are year-round
residents (clapper rail and willet), two
breed in mangrove areas (clapper rail and
black-necked stilt), and the remainder are
transients or winter residents. Baker and
Baker (1973) indicated that winter was the
most crucial time for shorebirds, in terms
of survival. Coincidentally, winter is
the time when most shorebirds use mangrove
areas. The invertebrate fauna (mollusks,
crustaceans, and aquatic insects) which
gccur on the sediments under intertidal
mangraves forms the principal diet of
these species. Willets and greater
yellowlegs eat a large amount of fishes,
especially Fundulus, in addition to inver-
tebrates. Many of the species listed in
this quild obtain a significant portion of
their energy requirements from other habi-
tats, particularly sandy beaches, marshes,
and freshwater prairies. 0Of the species
in this quild, the clapper rail is prob-
ably most dependent on mangroves for
survival in south Florida (Robertson
1955), although in other geographical
locations they frequent salt and brackish
marshes.

9.4 FLOATING AND DIVING WATER EBIRDS

Twenty-nine species of ducks, grebes,
loons, cormorants, and gallinules were
identified as populating mangrove areas in
south Florida (Appendix D). Eight species
are year-round residents while the
remainder are present only during migra-
tion or as winter visitors.
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Table 6. Timing of nesting by wading birds and associated
species in south Flerida. Adapted from data in Kushlan and
White (1977a), Kushlan and McEwan (in press).

Months
Species S O NDJF M AMJI J A
White ibis
Wood stork

Roseate spoonbill

Great blue/white
heran

Great egret

Little blue heron

Cattle egret

Double-crested
cormorant

Brown pelican
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From the standpoint of feeding, mem-
bers of this guild are highly hetero-
geneous. Piscivorous species include the
cormorant, anhinga, pelicans, and mergan-
sers. Herbivorous species include the
pintail, mallard, wigeon, mottled duck,
and teals. A third aroup feeds primarily
on benthic mollusks and invertebrates.
Scaup, canvasback, redhead, and gallinules
belong to this group. The ducks in this
last group also consume a significant
fraction of plant material.

Species of this quild are permanent
residents and usually breed in mangrove
swamps. As shown in Table &, the brown
pelican and double-crested cormorant are
highly dependent upon mangroves for
nesting in south Florida even though both
will build nests in any available tree in
other geographical regions. It seems that
when mgngroves are available, they are the
preferred nesting site. The anhinga
breeds in mangrove regions but is more
commonly found inland near freshwater (dJ.
A. Kushlan, 50. Fla. Res. Ctr., Everglades
Natl. Park, Homestead, Fla.; personal
communication 1981), For the other species
listed in this quild, mangrove swamps
provide a common but not a required habi-
tat; all of these species utilize a
variety of aguatic environmeants.

Kushlan et al. (in prep.) provide
recent data on the abundance and distribu-
tion of 22 species of waterfowl and the
American coot in south Florida estuaries.
The American coot is by far the most abun-
dant species, accounting for just over 50%
of the total population. Six species of
ducks were responsible for more than 99%
of the individuals seen: blue-winged teal
(41%), lesser scaup (24%), pintail (18%),
American wigeon (9%), ring-necked duck
(5%), and shoveler (3%). The major habi-
tats included in these authors' surveys
were coastal prairie and marshes, mangrove
forests, and manarove-lined bays and
waterways of the Everglades MNational Park.

From these data it appears that
waterfowl and coots are most abundant in
regions where mangrove, wet coastal
prairies, marshes, and open water are
interspersed. Overall, the Everglades

estuaries support from 5% to 10% of the
total wintering waterfow] population in
Florida {Goodwin 1979; Kushlan et al. in
prep.). As Kushlan et al. point out,
however, the Everglades are not managed
for single species or groups of species as
are areas of Florida supporting larger
waterfowl populations. Although the
importance of south Florida's mangrove
estuaries to continental waterfowl popula-
tions may be small, the effect of 70,000
ducks and coots on these estuaries
probably is not (Kushlan et al. in prep.).

Kushlan (personal communication)
thinks that the estuaries of the Ever-
glades have an important survival value
for some seqments of the American white
pelican population. In winter, approxi-
mately 25% of the white pelicans are found
in Florida Bay and 75% in the Cape Sable
region. They feed primarily in freshwater
regions of coastal marshes and prairies
and use mangroves where they adjoin this
type of habitat.

9.5 AERIALLY-SEARCHING BIRDS

Gulls, terns, the kinagfisher, the
black skimmer, and the fish crow comprise
this guild of omnivorous and piscivorous
species (Appendix D). These birds hunt in
ponds, creeks, and waterways adjacent to
‘mangrove stands. Many fishes and inverte-
brates upon which they feed come from
mangrove-based food webs. Only six of the
14 species are year-round residents of
south Florida. The least tern is an abun-
dant summer resident and the remainder are
winter residents or transients.

Only the fish crow actually nests in
mangroves. Gulls and terns prefer open
sandy areas for nesting (Kushlan and White
1977b) and use mangrove ecosystems only
for feeding. All of the species in this
quild are recorded from a variety of
coastal and inland wetland habitats.

9.6 BIRDS OF PREY

This guild is composed of 20 species
of hawks, falcons, wultures, and owls
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which utilize mangrove swWwamps in south
Florida (Appendix D). The magnificant
frigatebird has been included in this
group because of its habit of robbing many
of these birds of their prey. Prey con-
sumed by this quild includes snakes,
lizards, frogs (red-shouldered hawk,
swallow-tailed kite), small birds (short-
tailed hawk), waterfowl (peregrine falcon,
great-horned owl), fishes (osprey, bald
eagle), and carrion (black and turkey
vultures).

Eleven of these species are permanent
residents, one a summer resident, and the
remainder are winter residents. Their use
of mangrove areas varies greatly. The
magnificent frigatebird, which occurs
principally in extreme southern Florida
and the Florida Keys, utilizes small over-
wash mangrove islands for both roosts and
nesting colonies. Both species of vul-
tures are widely distributed in south
Florida mangrove regions; large colonial
roosts can be found in mangrove swamps
near the coast. Swallow-tailed kites are
common over the entire Florida mangrove
region (Robertson 1955; Snyder 1974).
Snyder {1974} reports extensively on the
breeding biology of the swallow-tailed
kites in south Florida. The nests he
observed were all located in kBlack man-
groves although they do nest in other
habitats.

The bald eagle, osprey (Figure 15),
and peregrine falcon are dependent upon
mangrove ecosystems for their continued
existence in south Florida. Both the bald
eagle and osprey feed extensively on the
wealth of fishes found associated with
mangrove ecosystems. Additionally, man-
groves are used as roosts and support
structures for nests. Nisbet (1968) indi-
cated that in Malaysia the most fmportant
role of mangroves far birds may be as
wintering habitat for palaearctic mi-
grants, of which the peregrine falcon is
one. Kushlan (pers. comm.) stated that
recent surveys have shown falcons to
winter in mangroves, particularly along
the shore of Florida Bay where they estab-
lish feeding territories. They forage on
concentrations of shorebirds and water-
fowl. These prey species of the peregrine

are common inhabitants of mangrove areas.
This could also be true for the merlin,
which like the peregrine falcon, feeds on
waterfowl and shorebirds. The remaining
species in this guild are probably not so
dependent on mangroves; although they may
be common in mangrove ecosystems, they
utilize other habitats as well.

9.7 ARBOREAL BIRDS

This quild is the largest (71
species) and most diverse group inhabiting
mangrove forests. Included are pigeons,
cuckoos, woodpeckers, flycatchers,
thrushes, vireos, warblers, blackbirds,
and sparrows. We have lumped this diverse
group together because they utilize man-
grove ecosystems in remarkably similar
Ways. Invertebrates, particularly
insects, make up a significant portion of
most of these hirds' diets, although the
white-crowned pigeon, mourning dove, and
many of the fringilids (cardinal, towhee)
eat a wvarfety of seeds, berries, and
fruits.

As the name given this gquild implies,
these birds use the habitat provided by
the mangrove canopy. Many birds also use
the trunk, branches, and aerial roots for
feeding. Several different types of
searching patterns are used. Hawking of
insects is the primary mode of feeding by
the cuckoos, chuck-wills-widows, the
kingbirds, and the flycatchers. Gleaning
is employed by most of the warblers.
Woodpeckers and the prothonotary warbler
are classic praobers.

Several of the birds in this guild
are heavily dependent upon mangrove areas.
The prairie warbler and the yellow warbler
are subspecies of more widespread North
American species (see Appendix D for
scientific names). They are found largely
within mangrove areas (Robertson and
Kushlan 1974), The white-crowned piaeon,
mangrove cuckoo, gray kingbird, and black-
whiskered vireo are of recent West Indian
origin. They first moved into the
mangrove-covered regions of south Florida
from source areas in the islands of the
Caribbean. Confined at first to mangrove
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Figure 15. Osprey returning to its nest in a red mangrove tree near Whitewater
Bay. Photograph by David Scott.
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swamps, all but the mangrove cuckoo have
expanded their range in peninsular Florida
by using non-mangrove habitat. 1In this
vein it is interesting to note that many
species of rare and/or irregular occur-
rence in south Florida are of West Indian
origin and use mangroves to a considerable
extent. These include the Bahama pintail,
masked duck, Caribbean coot, loggerhead
kingbird, thick-billed vireo, and stripe-
headfd tanager (Robertson and Kushlan
1974),

Twenty-four of the species in this
guild are permanent residents, 27 are win-
ter, and 6 are summer residents. Fourteen
species are seen only during migrations.

9.8  ASSOCIATIONS BETWEEN MANGROVE
COMMUNITY TYPES AND BIRDS

Estimating the degree of use of
manarove swamps by birds as we have done
(Appendix D) is open to criticism because
of the paucity of information upon which
to base judgements. Estimating which
mangrove community types (see section 1,
Figure 4) are used by which birds is open
to even more severe criticism. For this
reason the following comments should be
regarded as general and preliminary.

In terms of utilization by avifauna,
the scrub mangrove swamps are probably the
least utilized mangrove community type.
Because the cancpy is poorly developed,
most of the arboreal species are ahsent,
although Emlen {1977) recorded the red-
winged blackbird, hairy woodpecker, north-
ern waterthrush, yellow-rumped warbler,
commaon yellowthroat, orange-crowned
warbler, palm warbler, vellow warbler,
mourning dove, and gray kingbird in scrub
mangroves on Grand Bahama Island. Of 25
different habitats surveyed by Emlen
(1977), the yellow warbler and gray
kingbird were found in the scrub mangroves
only. Aerially-searching and wading birds
might use scrub mangroves if fishes are
present.

Overwash mangrove 1islands are
utilized in a variety of ways by all of
the bird ouilds. Most of the wading birds

plus the magnificent frigatebird, the
anhinga, the cormorant, and the brown
pelican use overwash islands for nesting
(Kushlan and White 1977a). Wading and
aerially-searching birds commonly feed in
close proximity to overwash islands. A
variety of migrating arboreal and probing
species use the islands for feeding and
roosting. Yellow and palm warblers are
common around mangrove islands in Florida
Bay as are the black-bellied plover, ruddy
turnstone, willet, dunlin, and short-
billed dowitcher. Rafts of ducks are
common near the inshore islands and birds
of prey such as the osprey, the bald
eagle, and hoth vultures use mangrove
islands for roosting and nesting.

Fringe and riverine mangrove com-
munities are important feeding areas for
wading and probing birds. Floating and
diving and aerially-searching birds use
the lakes and waterways adjacent to these
mangrove communities for feeding. Many of
the wading birds nest in fringe and
riverine forests. For example, when the
wood ibis nests in coastal areas, it uses
these mangrove communities almost exclu-
sively (Kushlan, personal communication).
Most of the arboreal birds and birds of
prey associated with mangroves are found
in these two types of communities. This
is not surprising since the tree canopy is
extremely well-developed and offers
roosting, feeding and nesting opportuni-
ties.

Hammock and basin mangrove communi-
ties are so diverse in size, location, and
proximity to other communities that it is
difficult to make many general statements
about their avifauna. Since there often
is little standing water in hammock
forests, wading and diving birds probably
are not common. Proximity to terrestrial
communities in some cases may increase the
diversity of arboreal species in both
hammock and basin forests; proximity to
open areas may increase the likelihood of
birds of prey.

It seems safe to conclude that each
of the six mangrove community types has
some value to the avifauna. This value
differs according to community type and

70



kind of bird group under consideration.
Certainly, more information is needed,
particularly concerning the dependence of
rare or endangered species on specific
community types.

9.9 MANGROVES AS WINTER HABITAT FOR NORTH
AMERICAN MIGRANT LAND BIRDS

An interestinag observation based on
the data in this chapter is the seemingly
important role that mangrove ecosystems
play in providing wintering habjtat for
migrants of North American origin. Lack
and Lack (1972) studied the wintering
warbler community in Jamaica. In four
natural habitats including mangrove
forest, lowland dry limestone forest, mid-
level wet limestone forest, and montane
cloud forest,a total of 174, 131, 61, and
49 warblers (individuals) were seen,
respectively. When computed on a per hour
of observation basis, the difference is
more striking with 22 warblers per hour
seen in mangroves and only 1, 2, and 1
seen in the other forest habitats, respec-
tively. For all passerines considered
together, 26 passerines/hour were seen in
mangroves with 5, 13, and 3 respectively
in the other forest habitats. On a

species basis only 9 were recorded from
mangroves whereas 19, 13, and 16 species,
respectively, were seen in the other habi-
tats. This large number of species from
the other habitats appears to result from
the sighting of rare species after many
hours of observation. Only 9 hours were
spent by Lack and Lack (1972) in the man-
groves whereas between 30 and 86 hours
were spent in other habitats. More time
in the mangrove zone would have undoubted-
1y resulted in more species ([and in-
dividuals) observed (Preston 1979).

Hutto (1980) presented extensive data
concerning the composition of migratory
land bird communities in Mexico in winter
for 13 habitat types. Mangrove areas
tended to have more migrant species than
most natural habitats (except gallery
forests) and also had a greater density of
individuals than other habitats (again
except for gallery forests). In both Lack
and Lack's and Hutto's studies, disturbed
and edge habitats had the highest number
of species and greatest density of
individuals. The percentage of the
avifauna community composed of miarants
was highest in mangrove habitats, however.
From this we can infer the importance of
mangroves in the maintenance of North
American migrant land birds.
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CHAPTER 10. COMMUNITY

Thirty-six native and nine introduced
species of land mammals occur in the south
Florida region (Layne 1974; Hamilton and
Whittaker 1979). Of these, almost 50% (18
species) are found in the mangrove zone
(Layne 1974). In addition, two species of
marine mammals are known from mangraove
areas. Data on the abundance and food
habits of these 20 species are summarized
in Appendix E. All are permanent resi-
dents. The criteria for inclusion in this
table are similar to those used far the
avifauna. Sight records in mangroves or
locality data from known mangrove areas
were required before a species was in-
cluded. This has produced a conservative
estimate of the mammal species that uti-
1ize mangrove areas.

Several mammals do not appear in
Appendix E because they have not been
recorded from mangrove swamps in south
Florida; however, they occur so widely
that we suspect they will be found in this
habjtat in the future. This group
includes the cotton mouse, Peromyscus
gossypinus, the hispid cotton rat, 515-
modon hispidus, the round-tailed muskrat,
Neofiber alleni, the house mouse, Mus
musculus, the least shrew, Cryptotis
parva, and the short-tailed shrew, g!arina
brevicauda.

Few rodents and no bats are included
in Appendix E. Compared to the rest of
the State, the south Florida region is
deficient in these two groups (Layne
1974). Although we have no confirmative
field data, we suspect that mangrove
swamps along the central and north Florida
coasts contain more mammal species, par-
ticularly rodents and bats.

A number of medium-sized and large
carnivores, including panther, gray fox,
bobcat, striped skunk, raccoon, mink,
river otter, and black bear, appear to
utilize south Florida mangrove areas.
finly three of these species (striped
skunk, raccoon, and bobcat) are common in
mangroves, but several of the rarer
species seem to be highly dependent on
mangrove swamps. Of 18 recent sightings
of the panther in Everglades National
Park, 15 were from mangrove ecosystems

COMPONENTS - MAMMALS

(Layne 1974). Hamilton and Whittaker
{1979) state that it is the coastal ham-
mocks of south Florida, including mangrove
areas, which serve to preserve this
species in the Eastern United States.
Shemnitz (1974) reported that most of the
remaining panthers were found in the
southwest portion of Florida along the
coast and in the interior Everglades
regions.

The extent to which other carnivores
use mangrove areas varies widely among
species. Schwartz (1949) states that
mink, although rare, prefer mangroves to
other coastal habitats in Florida. Layne
{1974, see his fiqure 1) gives a disjunct
distribution for this species in Florida,
with the major geographical range being
the southwest coast. River otters also
utilize mangrove habitat heavily. Otters
have been found even far from shore on
small mangrove overwash islands in Florida
Ray (Layne 1974). Gray fox are not depen-
dent upon mangroves, although they occa-
sionally use this habitat. Less than 20%
of all sightings of this species in Ever-
glades MNational Park were from mangroves
[Layne 1974), Bobcat are found in almost
all habitats in south Florida from pine-
lands to dense mangrove forests. The
preponderance of recent sightings, how-
ever, has been made from the mangrove
zone, particularly on offshore mangrove
overwash islands (Layne 1974). Black bear
are apparently most abundant in the Big
Cypress Swamp of Collier County (Shemnitz
1974) and are rare in the remainder of
south Florida.

The small mammal fauna of the man-
grove zone of south Florida are predomi-
nately arboreal and terrestrial species
which are adapted to periodic flooding.
Opossum, marsh rabbits, cotton rats, and
rice rats are commonly found in mangrove
swamps. The Cudjoe Key rice rat is a
newly described species found only on
Cudjoe Key in the Florida Keys. This
species appears to be closely associated
with stands of white mangroves (Hamilton
and Whittaker 1979).

White-tailed deer are comman in
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Florida mangrove swamps, although they
utilize many other habitats. The key
deer, a rare and endangered subspecies, is
restricted to the Big Pine Key group in
the Florida Keys, although it ranged onto
the mainland in historical times. Al-
though this little deer makes use of pine
uplands and oak hammocks, it extensively
exploits mangrove swamps for food and
cover.

Two marine mammals, the bottlenose
porpoise and the manatee, freguent
mangrove-lined waterways. The bottlenose
porpoise feeds on mangrove-associated
fishes such as the striped mullet, Mugil
cephalus. Although the manatee feeds

primarily upon sea grasses and other
submerged aquatic plants, it is commonly
found in canals, coastal rivers, and
embayments close to manarove swamps.

Except for the Cudjoe Key rice rat,
none of the mammals found in Florida man-
groves are solely dependent upon mangrove
ecosystems; all of these species can
utilize other habitats. The destruction
of extensive mangrove swamps would, how-
ever, have deleterious effects on almost
all of these species. Populations of
panther, key deer, and the river otter
would probably be the most seriously
affected, because they use mangrove habi-
tat extensively.
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CHAPTER 11.

Manarove swamps are often hot, fetid,
mosquito-ridden, and almost impenetrable.
As a consequence, they are frequently held
in low regard. It is possible that more
acres of mangrove, worldwide, have been
obliterated by man in the name of "recla-
mation" than any other type of coastal
environment. Reclamation, according to
Webster's, means "to claim back, as of
wasteland". Mangrove swamps are anything
but wasteland, however, and it is impor-
tant to establish this fact before a
valuable resource is lost. We can think
of six major categories of mangrove values
to man; no doubt, there are more.

11.1 SHORELINE STABILIZATION AND STORM
PROTECTION

The ability of all three Florida
mangroves to trap, hold and, to some
extent, stabjlize intertidal sediments has
been demonstrated repeatedly [reviewed by
Scoffin 1970; Carlton 1974). The contem-
porary view of mangroves is that they
function not as "land builders" as hypo-
thesized by Davis (1940) and others, but
as "stabilizers" of sediments that have
been deposited largely by geomorphological
processes (see section 3.2).

Gi11 (1970), Savaae (1972), Teas
(1977), and others have emphasized that
Tand stabilization by mangroves is pos-
sible only where conditions are relatively
quiescent and strona wave action and/or
currents do not occur. Unfortunately, no
one has devised a method to predict the
threshold of physical conditions above
which mangroves are unable to survive and
stahilize the sediments. Certainly, this
depends to some extent on substrate type;
mangroves appear to withstand wave energy
best on solid rock substrates with many

cracks and crevices for root penetration.

From our own experience, we suspect that
mangroves on sandy and muddy substrates
cannot tolerate any but the lowest wave
energies, tidal currents much above 25
cmfs, or heavy, regular boat wakes.

The concept that the red mangrove is
the best land stabilizer has been ques-

VALUE OF MANGROVE ECOSYSTEMS TO MAN

tioned by Savage (1972), Carlteon (1974),
and Teas (1977). These authors argue that
the black mangrove (1) is easier to
transplant as a seedling, (2) establishes
its pneumatophore system more rapidly than
the red mangrove develops prop roots, (3)
has an underqround root system that is
better adapted to holding sediments (Teas
1977), (4) is more cold-hardy, and (5) can
better tolerate "artificial” substrates
such as dredge-spoil, finger fills, and
causeways. Generally, the white manarove
is regarded as the poorest land stabilizer
of tre Florida mangroves (Hanlon et al.
1975).

Although mangroves are susceptible to
hurricane damage (see section 12.1), they
provide considerable protection to areas
on their landward side, They cannot
prevent all flooding damage, but they do
mitigate the effects of waves and
breakers. The degree of this protection
is roughly proportional to the width of
the mangrove zone. Very narrow fringing
forests offer minimal protection while
extensive stands of mangroves not only
prevent wave damage, but reduce much of
the flooding damage by damping and halding
flood waters. Fosberg (1971) suggested
that the November 1970 typhoon and accom-
panying storm surge that claimed between
3no,000 and 500,000 human lives in
Bangladesh might not have been so destruc-
tive if thousands of hectares of mangrove
swamps had not been replaced with rice
paddies.

11.2 HABITAT VALUE TO WILDLIFE

Florida mangrove ecosystems are
important habitat for a wide variety of
reptiles, amphibians, birds, and mammals
[see sections B, 9, and 10). Some of
these animals are of commercial and sport
importance (e.g., white-tailed deer, sea
turtles, pink shrimp, spiny lobster,
snook, grey snapper). Many of these are
important to the south Florida tourist
industry including the wading birds (e.q.,
eqrets, wood stork, white ibis, herons)
which nest in the mangrove zone.
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11.3 IMPDRTANCE TO THREATENED AND ENDAN-
GERED SPECIES

The mangrove forests of south Florida
are important habitat for at least seven
endangered species, five endangered sub-
species, and three threatened species
(Federal Register 1980). The endangered
species include the American crocodile,
the hawksbill sea turtle, the Atlantic
ridley sea turtle, the Florida manatee,
the bald eagle, the American pereqrine
falcon, and the brown pelican. The endan-
gered subspecies are the key deer
{Odocoileus virginianus clavium), the
Florida panther [Felis concolor coryi),
the Barbados yellow warbler (Dendroica
petechia petechia), the Atlantic saltmarsh
snake (Nerodia fasciata taeniata) and the
eastern indigo snake (Drymarchon corais

couperi). Threatened species include the
merican alligator, the green sea turtle
and th® loggerhead sea turtle. Although
a4ll of these animals utilize mangrove
habitat at times in their 1ife histories,
species that would be most adversely
affected by widespread mangrove destruc-
tion are the American crocodile, the
Florida panther, the American peregrine
falcon, the brown pelican, and the
Atlantic ridley sea turtle. The so-called
mangrove fox sguirrel (Sciurus niger
avicennia) is widely believed to be a
mangrove-dependent endangered species.
This is not the case since it is currently
regarded as “rare’, not endangered, and,
further, there is some question whether
or not this is a legitimate sub-species
(Hall 1981). As a final note, we should
point out that the red wolf (Canis rufus),
which is believed to be extinct in
Florida, at one time used mangrove habitat
in addition to other areas in south
Florida.

11.4 VALUE TO SPORT AND COMMERCIAL
FISHERIES

The fish and invertebrate fauna of
mangrove waterways are closely linked to
mangrove trees through (a) the habitat
value of the aerial root structure and (b)
the mangrove leaf detritus-based food web
[see sections 6 and 7). The implications

of these connections were discussed by
Heald (1969), Odum (1970), Heald and Odum
(1970), and Odum and Heald (1975b) in
terms of support for commercial and sport
fisheries.

A minimal 1ist of mangrove-associated
organisms of commercial or sport value
includes oysters, blue crabs, spiny
lobsters, pink shrimp, snook, mullet,
menhaden, red drum, spotted sea trout,
qray and other snapper, tarpon,
sheepshead, ladyfish, jacks, gafftopsail
catfish, and the jewfish. Heald and Odum
(1970) pointed out that the commercial
fisheries catch, excluding shrimp, in the
area from Naples to Florida Bay was 2.7
million pounds in 1965. Almost all of the
fish and shellfish which make up this
catch utilize the mangrove habitat at some
point during their 1ife cycles. In addi-
tion, the Tortugas pink shrimp fishery,
which produces in excess of 11 million
pounds of shrimp a year (Idy11 1365a), is
closely associated with the Everglades
estuary and its mangrove-lined bays and
rivers.

11.5 AESTHETICS, TOURISM AND THE

INTANGIBLES

One value of the mangrove ecosystem,
which is difficult to document in dollars
or pounds of meat, is the aesthetic value
to man. Admittedly, not all individuals
find visits to mangrove swamps a pleasant
experience. There are many others, how-
ever, who place a great deal of value on
the extensive vistas of mangrove canopies,
waterways, and associated wildlife and
fishes of south Florida. In a sense, this
mangrove belt along with the remaining
sections of the freshwater Everglades and
Big Cypress Swamp are the only remaining
wilderness areas in this part of the
United States.

Hundreds of thousands of visitors
each year visit the Everglades National
Park; part of the reason for many of these
visits includes hopes of catching snook or
gray snappers in the mangrove-lined water-
ways, seeing exotic wading birds, croco-
diles, or panthers, or simply discovering
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what a tropical managrove forest looks
lTike. The National Park Service,in an
attempt to accommodate this last wish,
maintains extensive hoardwalks and canoe
trails through the manqrove forests near
Flamingo, Florida. In other, more
developed parts of the State, small stands
of mangroves or mangrove islands provide a
feeling of wilderness in proximity to the
rapidly burgeoning urban areas. A variety
of tourist attractions including Fairchild
Tropical Gardens near Miami and Tiki
Gardens near S5t. Petersburg utilizes the
exotic appearance of mangroves as a key
inaredient in an attractive landscape.
Clearly, mangroves contribute intangibly
by diversifying the appearance of south
Florida.

11.6 ECONOMIC PRODUCTS

Elsewhere in the world, mangrove
forests serve as a renewable resource for
many valuable products. For a full dis-
cussion of the potential uses of manarove
products, see de la Cruz (in press a),
Morton (1965) for red mangrove products,
and Moldenke (1967) for black mangrove
products.

In many countries the bark of man-
groves s used as a source of tannins and
dyes. Since the bark is 20% to 30% tannin
on a dry weight basis, it is an excellent
source (Hanlon et al. 1975). Silviculture
(forestry) of mangrove forests has been
practiced extensively in Africa, Puerto
Rico, and many parts of Southeast Asia
(Holdridae 1940; MNoakes 1955; Macnae 1968;
Walsh 1974; Teas 1977). Mangrove wood

makes a durable and water resistant timber
which has been used successfully for resi-
dential buildings, boats, pilings,
hogsheads, fence posts, and furniture
(Kuenzler 1974; Hanlon et al. 1975). In
Southeast Asia mangrove wood is widely
used for high quality charcoal.

Morton (1965) mentions that red man-
grove fruits are somtimes eaten by humans
in Central America, but only by popula-
tions under duress and subject to starva-
tion. Mangrove leaves have variously been
used for teas, medicinal purposes, and
livestock feeds. Mangrove teas must be
drunk in small quantities and mixed with
milk because of the high tannin content
(Morton 1962); the milk binds the tannins
and makes the beverage more palatable.

As a final note, we should point out
that mangrove trees are responsible for
contributing directly to one commercial
product in Floarida. The flowers of black
mangroves are of considerable importance
to the three million dollar (1965 figures)
Florida honey industry (Morton 1964).

Other than the honey industry, most
of these economic uses are somewhat
destructive. There are many cases in
which clear-cut mangrove forests have
failed to regenerate successfully for many
years because of lack of propagule
dispersal or increased soil salinities
(Teas 1979). We believe that the best use
of Florida mangrove swamps will continue
to be as preserved areas to support
wildlife, fishing, shoreline stabiliza-
tion, endangered species, and aesthetic
values.
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CHAPTER 12.

12.1 INHERENT VULNERABILITY

Mangroves have evolved remarkable
physiological and anatomical adaptations
enabling them to flourish under conditions
of high temperatures, widely fluctuating
salinities, high concentrations of heavy
metals (Walsh et al, 1979), and anaerobic
soils. Unfortunately, one of these adap-
tations, the aerial root system, is also
one of the plant's most vulnerable compo-
nents. Odum and Johannes (1975) have
referred to the aerial roots as the man-
grove's Achilles' heel because of their
susceptibility to clogging, prolonged
flooding, and boring damage from isopods
and other invertebrates (see section 6 for
a discussion of the latter). This means
that any process, natural or man-induced,
which coats the aerial roots with fine
sediments or covers them with water for
extended periods has the potential for
mangrove destruction. Bacon (1970) men-
tions a case in Trinidad where the Caroni
River inundated the adjacent Carani
Mangrove Swamp during a flood and
deposited a layer of fine red marl in a
large stand of black mangroves which sub-
sequently died. Many examples of damage
to mangrove swamps from human activities
have been documented (see section 12.2).

One of the few natural processes that
causes periodic and extensive damage to
mangrove ecosystems is large hurricanes
(Figure 16). Craighead and Gilbert (1962)
and Tabb and Jones (1962) have documented
the impact of Hurricane Donna in 1960 on
parts of the mangrove zone of south
Florida. Craighead and Gilbert (1962)
found extensive damage over an area of
100,000 acres (40,000 ha). Loss of trees
ranged from 25% to 100%. Damage occurred
in three ways: (1) wind shearing of the
trunk 6 to 10 ft (2 to 3 m) above ground,
(2) overwash mangrove islands being swept
clean, and (3) trees dying months after
the storm, apparently in response to
damage to the prop roots from coatinags by
marl and fine organic matter, The latter
type of damage was most widespread, but
rarely occurred in intertidal forests,
presumably because the aerial roots were
flushed and cleaned by tidal action. Fish
and invertebrates were adversely affected

MANAGEMENT IMPLICATIONS

by oxygen depletion due to accumulations
of decomposing organfc matter (Tabb and
Jones 1962),

Hurricane Betsy in 1965 did little
damage to mangroves in south Florida;
there was also 1ittle deposition of silt
and marl within mangrove stands from this
minimal storm (Alexander 1967). Lugo et
al. (1976) have hypothesized that severe
hurricanes occur in south Florida and
Puerto Rico on a time interval of 25 to 30
years and that mangrove ecosystems are
adapted to reach maximum biomass and pro-
ductivity on the same time cycle.

12,2 MAN-INDUCED DESTRUCTION

Destruction of mangrove forests inm
Florida has occurred in various ways
including outright destruction and land
filling, diking and flooding (Figure 17),
through introduction of fine particulate
material, and pollution damage, par-
ticularly oil spills. To our knowledge
there are no complete, published docu-
mented estimates of the amount of mangrove
forests in Florida which have been
destroyed by man in this century. Our
conclusion is that total loss statewide is
not too great, probably in the range of 3
to 5% of the original area covered by
mangroves in the 19th century, but that
losses in specific areas, particularly
urban areas, are appreciable. This con-
clusion is based on four pieces of infor-
mation. (1) Lindall and Saloman (1977)
have estimated that the total loss of
vegetated intertidal marshes and mangrove
swamps in Florida due to dredge and fill
is 23,521 acres (9,522 ha); remember that
there are between 430,000 and 500,000
acres (174,000 to 202,000 ha) of mangroves
in Florida (see section 1.3). (2)
Birnhak and Crowder {1974) estimate a loss
of approximately 11,000 acres (4,453 ha)
of mangroves between 1943 and 1970 in
three counties (Collier, Monroe, and
Dade). (3) An obvious loss of mangrove
forests has occurred in Tampa Bay, around
Marco Island, in the Florida Keys. and
along the lower east coast of Florida.
For example, Lewis et al. (1979) estimated
that 44% of the intertidal vegetation
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Figure 16. Damaged stand of red and black mangroves near Flamingo, Florida, as
it appeared 7 years after Hurricane Donna.
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Figure 17. Mangrove forest near Key West as it appeared in 1981 after being
destroyed by diking and impounding.
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including mangroves in the Tampa Bay
estuary has been destroyed during the past
100 years. (4) Heald (unpublished M5.)
has estimated a 1oss of 2,000 acres (810
ha) of mangroves within the Florida Keys
(not considered by Birnhak and Crowder
1974). So while loss of mangrove ecosys-
tems throughout Florida is not over-
whelming, losses at specific locations
have been substantial.

Diking, impounding, and long-term
flooding of mangroves with standing water
can cause mass mortality, especially when
prop roots and pneumatophores are covered
(Breen and Hil1 1969; Odum and Johannes
1975; Patterson-Zucca 1978; Lugo 1981).
In south Florida, E. Heald (pers. comm.)
has observed that permanent impoundment by
diking which prevents any tidal exchanage
and raises water levels significantly
during the wet season will kill all adult
red and black mangrove trees. 1f condi-
tions behind the dike remain relatively
dry, the mangroves may survive for many
years until replaced by terrestrial vege-
tation.

Mangroves are unusually susceptible
to herbicides {Walsh et al. 1973). At
least 250,000 acres (100,000 ha) of man-
grove forests were defoliated and killed
in South Viet Nam by the W.5. military.
This widespread destruction has been docu-
mented by Tschirley (1969), Orians and
Pfeiffer (1970), Westing (1971), and a
committee of the U.S. Academy of Sciences
(Ddum et al. 1974). In many cases these
forests were slow to regenerate; observa-
tions by de Sylva and Michel (1974) indi-
cated higher rates of siltation, greater
water turbidity, and possibly lower dis-
solved oxygen concentrations in swamps
which sustained the most damage. Teas and
Kelly (1975) reported that in Florida the
black mangrove is somewhat resistant to
most herbicides but the red mangrove is
extremely sensitive to herbicide damage.
He hypothesized that the wulnerability of
the red mangrove is related to the small
reserves of viable leaf buds in this tree.
Following his reasoning, the stress of a
single defoliation is sufficient to kill
the entire tree.

Although mangroves commonly occur in
areas of rapid sedimentation, they cannot
survive heavy loads of fine, floculent
materials which coat the prop roots. The
instances of mangrove death from these
substances have been briefly reviewed by
Odum and Johannes (1975). Mangrove deaths
from fine muds and marl, ground bauxite
and other ore wastes, sugar cane wastes,
pulp mill effluent, sodium hydroxide
wastes from bauxite processing, and from
intrusion of large quantities of beach
sand have been documented from various
areas of the world.

12.3 EFFECTS OF OIL SPILLS ON MANGROYES

There is little doubt that petroleum
and petroleum byproducts can be extremely
harmful to mangroves. Damage from oil
spills has been reviewed by Odum and
Johannes (1975), Carlberg (1980), Ray (in
press), and de la Cruz (in press, b).
Over 100 references detailing the effects
of oil spills on mangroves and mangrove-
associated biota are included in these
reviews.

Petroleum and its byproducts injure
and ki11 mangroves in a variety of ways.
Crude oil coats roots, rhizomes, and pneu-
matophores and disrupts oxygen transport
to underground roots (Baker 1971).
Various reports suggest that the critical
concentration for crude oil spills which
may cause extfnsive damage is between 100
and 200 m1/m“ of swamp surface (Odum and
Johannes 1975). Petroleum is readily
absorbed by lipophylic substances on sur-
faces of mangroves. This leads to severe
metabolic alterations such as displacement
of fatty molecules by oil hydrocarbons
leading to destruction of cellular permea-
bility andfor disselution of hydrocarbons
in lipid components of chloroplasts (Baker
1971).

As with other intertidal communities,
many of the invertebrates, fishes, and
plants associated with the mangrove com-
munity are highly susceptible to petroleum
products. Widespread destruction of
organisms such as attached algae, oysters,
tunicates, crabs, and gobies have been
reported in the 1iterature (reviewed by de
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la Cruz in press, b; Ray in press).

Damage from oil spills follows a
predictable pattern (Table 7) which may
require years to complete, It is impor-
tant to recognize that many of the most
severe responses, including tree death,
may not appear for months or even years
after the spill.

In Florida, Chan (1977) reported that
red mangrove seedlings and black mangrove
pneumatophores were particularly sensitive
to an 01l spill which occurred in the
Florida Keys. Lewis (1979a, 1980b) has
followed the long-term effects of a spill
of 150,000 1iters (39,000 gal) of bunker C
and diesel oil in Tampa Bay. He observed
short-term (72-hour) mortality of inverte-
brates such as the gastropod Melongena
corona and the polychaete Laeonereis
culveri. Mortality of all three species
of mangroves began after three weeks and
continued for more thanm a year. Sub-
lethal damage included partial defoliation
of all species and necrosis of black
mangrove pneumatophores; death depended
upen the percentage of pneumatophores
affected.

In addition to the damage from oil
spills, there are many adverse impacts on
mangrove forests from the process of oi)
exploration and drilling (Table 8). This
type of damage can often be reduced
through careful management and monitoring
of drilling sites.

Although Tittle is known concerning
ways to prevent damage to mangroves once a
spill has occurred, protection of aerial
roots seems essential. Prop roots and
pneumatophores must be cleaned with com-
pounds which will not damage the plant
tissues. Dispersants commonly used to
combat 0il spills are, in general, toxic
to vascular plants (Baker 1971). 1If pos-
sible, oil laden spray should not be
allowed to reach leaf surfaces. Damage
during clean-up {e.g., trampling, compac-
tion, bulldozing) may be more destructive
than the untreated effects of the oil
spill (de la Cruz in press,h).

12.4 MAN-INDUCED MODIFICATIONS

In south Florida, man has been re-
sponsible for modifications which, while
not killing mangroves outright, have al-
tered components of the mangrove ecosys-
tem. One of the most widespread changes
involves the alteration of freshwater
runoff. Much of the freshwater runoff of
the Florida Everglades has been diverted
elsewhere with the result that salinities
in the Everglades estuary are generally
higher than at the turn of the century.
Teas ([1977) points out that drainage in
the Miami area has lowered the water table
as much as 2 m (6 ft).

Interference with freshwater inflow
has extensive effects on estuaries (Ddum
1970). Florida estuaries are no excep-
tion; the effects on fish and invertebrate
species along the edge of Biscayne and
Florida Bays have been striking. The
mismanagement of freshwater and its
effects on aquatic organisms have been
discussed by Tahb (1963); Idyll (1965a,b);
Tabb and Yokel (1968) and Idyll et al.

1968). In addition, Estevez and Simon
1975) have hypathesized that the impact
of the boring isopod, Sphaeroma terebrans,
may be more severe when freshwater flows
from the Everglades are altered.

One generally unrecognized side
effect of lTowered freshwater flow and salt
water intrusion has been the inland expan-
sion of mangrove forests in many areas of
south Florida. There is documented evi-
dence that the mangrove borders of
Biscayne Bay and much of the Everglades
estuary have expanded inland during the
past 30 to 40 years (Reark 1975; Teas
1979: Ball 1980).

Sections of many mangrove forests in
south Florida have been replaced by Tilled
residential lets and navigation canals.
Although these canal systems have not been
studied extensively, there is some evi-
dence, mostly unpublished, that canals are
not as productive in terms of fishes and
invertebrates as the natural mangrove-
lined waterways which they replaced.
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Table 7. General response of mangrove ecosystems to
severe oil spills (from Lewis 1980b)

Stage

Observed impact

Acute

0 to 15 days
15 to 30 days

Chronic

30 days to 1 year

1 year to 5 years

1 year to 10 years ([?7)

10 to 50 years (?)

Deaths of birds, turtles, fishes, and
invertebrates

Pefoliation and death of small mangroves,
Toss of aerial root community

Defoliation and death of medium-sized
mangroves (1 - 3 m), tissue damage to
aerial roots

Death of large mangroves {(greater than
3m), loss of oiled aerial roots, and
regrowth of new roots [often deformed)

Recolonization ¢f oil-damaged areas by
new seedlings

Reduction in litter fall, reduced re-
production, and reduced survival of
seedlings

Death or reduced growth of young trees
colonizing spill site (7)

Increased insect damage (7)

Complete recovery
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Table 8.

Estimated impact of varfous stages of o1l mining on mangrove ecosystems

(modified from Longley et al. 1978 and de la Cruz in press,b).

Stage

Activity

Impacts

Pre-exploration

Site preparation

Drilling

Production

0il1 spills

Sefsmic surveys
Clearing of survey lines
Drilling "shot lines"

Canal excavation
Dredge spoil deposition
Road construction

Increased activity at site
related to drilling

Construction of platforms

Construction of pipelines

Maintenance dredging

Placement of tanks and
other equipment

031 leaks and spills due
to well blow-out, pipe-
1ine breakage, careless-
ness, and barge rupture

Clean-up activities

Crushing and clearing vegetation
Vehicle track compaction
Damage to natural levees

Loss of habitat in disturbed areas

Alteration of water flow pathways

Increased turbidity, higher rates of sed-
imentation, and lowered dissolved oxy-
gen in nearby waters

Continued high turbidity
feleaze of toxfc substances
Displacement of wildlife

Continued high turbidity

Loss of additional habitat

Further changes in wetland drainage pat-
terns from pipeline construction

Release of toxic substances

011 spills

Destruction of plant and animal popula-
tions

Alteration of ecosystem processes such
as primary production and decomposition

Introduction of persistent toxic substan-
ces into so0ils




Weinstein et al. (1977) found that artifi-
cial canals had lower species diversity of
benthic infauna and trawl-captured fishes
and generally finer sediments than the
natural communities. Courtney (1975)
reported a number of mangrove-associated
invertebrates which did not occur in the
artificial channels.

Mosquito production is a serious
problem in black mangrove-dominated swamps
in Florida (Provost 1969). The salt marsh
mosquitos, Aedes taeniorhynchus and A.
sollicitans, do not reproduce below the
mean high tide mark and for this reason
are not a serious problem in the inter-
tidal red mangrove swamps. Mosquitos lay
their eqgs on the damp soil of the irrequ-
larly flooded black mangrove zone; these
eqgs hatch and develap when flooded by
spring tides, storm tides or heavy rains.
As with the “high marsh" of temperate
latitudes, there have been some attempts
to ditch the black mangrove zone so that
it drains rapidly after floeoding.
Althouah properly designed ditching does
not appear to be particularly harmful to
mangrove swamps (other than the area
destroyed to dig the ditch and receive the
spoil}, it is an expensive practice and
for this reason is not widely practiced.
Properly managed diking can be an effec-
tive mosquito control approach with mini-
mal side effects to black mangroves
(Provost 1969). Generally, ditching or
diking of the intertidal red mangrove zone
is a waste of money,

Mangrove swamps have been proposed as
possible tertiary treatment areas for
sewage [(see discussion by Odum and
Johannes 1975). To our knowledge, this
alternate use is not currently practiced
in south Florida., Until more experimental
results are available on the assimilative
capacities and Tong-term changes to be
expected in mangrove forests receiving
heavy loads of secondary treated sewage,
it would be an environmental risk to use
mangrove forests for this purpose.

In many areas of the world mangrove
swamps have been converted to other uses
such as aquaculture and agriculture (see
de 1a Cruz, in press, a). Although some

of the most productive aguaculture ponds
in Indonesia and the Philippines are
located in former mangrove swamps, there
is some guestion whether the original
natural system was not egually productive
in terms of fisheries products at no cost
to man (Odum 1974). Conversion to
aquaculture and agriculture is cursed with
a variety of problems including subsequent
Tand subsidence and the "cat clay"
problem. The latter refers to the
drastically lowered soil pH which often
occurs after drainage and has been traced
to oxidation of reduced sulfur compounds
(Dent 1947; Tomlinson 1957; Hesse 1961;
Hart 1962, 1963; Moorman and Pons 1975).
Experience in Africa, Puerto Rico, and
Southeast Asia confirms that mangrove
forests in their natural state are more
valuahle than the "reclaimed" land.

12.5 PROTECTIVE MEASURES INCLUDING
TRANSPLANTING

Protection of mangroves includes (1)
prevention of outright destruction from
dredging and filling; (2) prevention of
drainage, diking and flooding (except for
carefully managed mosquite control); (3)
prevention of any alteration of hydrologi-
cal circulation patterns, particularly
involving tidal exchange; (4) prevention
af introduction of fine-arained materials
which might clog the aerial roots, such as
clay, and sugar cane wastes; (5) preven-
tion of oil spills and herbicide spray
driftage; and (6) prevention of increased
wave action or current velocities from
boat wakes, and sea walls.

Where mangroves have been destroyed,
they can be replanted or suitable alter-
nate areas can be planted, acre for acre,
through mitigation procedures (see Lewis
et al., 1979). An extensive body of
literature exists concerning mangrove
planting techniques in Florida (Savage
1972; Carlton 1974: Pulver 1976; Teas
1977; Goforth and Thomas 1979; Lewis
1979b). Manqgroves were initially planted
in Florida at least as early as 197 to
protect the overseas railway in the
Florida Keys (Teas 1977).

Both red and black mangroves have
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been used in transplanting. As we men-
tioned in section 11, black mangroves seem
to have certain advantages over red man-
groves. Properly designed plantings are
usually 75% to 90% successful, although
the larger the transplanted tree, the
lower its survival rate {Teas 1977).
Pruning probably enhances survival of
trees other than seedlings (Carlton 1974).
Important considerations (Lewis 1979hb;
Teas 1977) in transplanting mangroves are:
(1) to plant in the intertidal zone and
avoid planting at too high or too low an
elevation, (2) to avoid planting where the
shoreline energy is too great, (3) to
avoid human vandalism, and (4) to avoid
accumulations of dead sea grass and other
wrack.

Costs of transplanting have been
variously estimated. Teas (1977) suggests
$462 an acre ($1,140/ha) for unrooted
propagules planted 3 ft (0.9 m) apart,
$1,017 an acre ($2,500/ha) for established
seedlings planted 3 ft (0.9 m) apart and
$87,500 ($216,130/ha) for 3 year-old nur-
sery trees planted 4 ft (1.2 m) apart.
Lewis (1979b) criticized Teas' costs as
unrealistically low and reported a project
in Puerto Rico which used established
seedlings at a cost of $5,060 an acre
($12,500/ha); he did suggest that this
cost could be cut in half for larger
projects.

12.6 ECOLOGICAL VALUE OF BLACK VS. RED
MANGROVES

One unanswered question of current
interest in Florida concerns the ecologi-
cal value of black mangrove forests com-
pared to intertidal red mangrove forests.
In many respects, this is identical to the
"high marsh" versus "low marsh" debate in
temperate wetlands. One hypothetical
argument which has been presented fre-
quently in court cases during the past
decade sudagests that black mangrove
forests have less ecological value than
red mangrove forests to both man and
coastal ecosystems. This argument is
based on an apparent lack of substantial
particulate detritus export from black
mangrove forests above mean high tide and

the generally perceived lack of organisms,
particularly gamefishes, which use black
mangrove forests as habitat.

The counter argument states that
black mangrove forests are important for
the support of wildlife and the export of
substantial quantities of dissolved
organic matter (DOM)., Lugo et al. (1980)
provide evidence that black mangrove
forests do, in fact, export large guanti-
ties of DOM. They point out that (1)
black mangrove leaves decompose more
rapidly than red mangrove leaves and thus
produce relatively more DOM and (2) abso-
lute export of carbon from these forests,
on a statewide scale, is equal or greater
than from red mangrove forests.

12.7 THE IMPORTANCE OF INTER-COMMUNITY
EXCHANGE

From previous discussions (sections 6
and 7.5 and Appendices B, C, D and E) it
is clear that many species of fishes,
invertebrates, birds, and mammals move
between mangrove forest communities and
other habitats including sea grass beds,
coral reefs, terrestrial forests, and the
freshwater Everglades. For example, the
gray snapper, Lutjanus griseus, spends
part of its juvenile Tife in sea grass
beds, moves to mangrove-lined bays and
rivers, and then migrates to deeper water
and coral reefs as an adult (Croaker 1962;
Starck and Schroeder 1971). The pink
shrimp, Penaeus duorarum, spends its juve-
nile life in mangrove-lined bays and
rivers before moving offshore to the
Tortugas grounds as an adult. Ouring its
juvenile period it appears to move back
and forth from mangrove-dominated areas to
sea grass beds. The spiny lobster,
Panulirus argus, as a juvenile freguently

uses mangrove prop root communities as a
refuge; when nearing maturity this species
moves to deeper water in sea grass and
coral reef communities (see discussion
section 6.1). Many of the mammals (sec-
tion 10) and birds (section 9) move back
and forth between mangrove communities and
a variety of other environments.

These are only a few of many
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examples. Clearly, manarove ecosystems
are linked functionally to other south
Florida ecosystems through physical pro-
cesses such as water flow and organic
carbon flux. As a result, the successful
management andfor preservation of many
fishes, mammals, birds, reptiles, and
amphibians depends on proper understanding
and management of a variety of ecosystems
and the processes that link them. Saving
mangrove stands may do the gray snapper
lTittle good if sea grass beds are
destroyed. Pink shrimp populations will
be enhanced by the preservation of sea
grass beds and mangrove-lined waters, but
shrimp catches on the Tortugas grounds
will decline if freshwater flow from the
Everalades is not managed carefully (Idyll
et al. 1968). Successful management of
south Florida manarove ecosystems,
including their valuable resources, will
depend on knowledgeable management of a
number of other ecosystems and the
processes which 1ink them.

12.8 MANAGEMENT PRACTICES: PRESERVATION

Based on years of research in south
Florida and based on the information

reviewed for this publication, we have
concluded that the best management prac-
tice for all types of Florida mangrove
ecosystems is preservation. Central to
this concept is the preservation of
adjacent ecosystems that are linked signi-
ficantly by functional processes. The
continued successful functioning of the
manqgrove belt of southwest Florida is
highly dependent on the continual exis-
tence of the Everglades and Big Cypress
Swamp in an ecologically healthy condi-
tion.

At no cost to man, mangrove forests
provide habitat for valuable birds, mam-
mals, amphibians, reptiles, fishes, and
invertebrates and protect endangered
species, at least partially support exten-
sive coastal food webs, provide shoreline
stability and sterm protection, and
generate aesthetically pleasing experi-
ences (Figure 18). 1In situations where
overwhelming economic pressures dictate
mangrove destruction, every effort should
be made to ameliorate any losses either
through mitigation or through modified
development as described by Voss (1969)
and Tabb and Heald (1973) in which canals
and seawalls are placed as far to the rear
of the swamp as possible.
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Figure 18. Mangrove islands in Florida Bay near Upper Matecumbe Key. MNote the
extensive stands of seedling red mangroves which have become established (19B81)
after a long period without major hurricanes. Mangrove islands in the Florida

Keys tend to expand during storm-free intervals.
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APPENDIX A.

Summary of the site characteristics and sampling
methodology for fishes in: A-1 - mangrove-fringed
tidal streams and rivers, A-2 - mangrove-lined
estuarine bays and lagoons, and A-3 - mangrove-
lined oceanic bays and lagoons.
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Table A-1.

Site characteristics and sampling methodology for fishes
in mangrove-fringed tidal streams and rivers.

Mean
depth; Number
Salinity Temperature tidal species
Locatian range ranye range Substrate Benthic vegetation Sampling methods Frequency recorded
North River; 0-27 o/oo 15.4%-33.2% 1m; Largely exposed  Scattered Ruppls Bag seine, throw Monthly, Sept. 85
Tabb 1966, 0.5m Iimestone, and  maritima near mouth nets, dip nets, 1985 through
Odum 1970 sand banks; traps, pound net, Sept, 1966
undercut man- fish poison, rod & (Tabb)
grove peat real, trammel net,
set 1ines
Cross Bayou 3.2-29.8 ofoo  13.07-31.5%C  Max. Hard muddy sand  Sparse Bag seine: minnow Monthly, Sept. &0
Canal (Boca depth Enteromorpha seine 1857 through
Ciega Bay to 1.5 m; Dec. 1958
01d Tampa Bay); n.9m
Springer &
Woodburn 1960
Fankahatchee 2-36 o/oo 22%-20% Less than Not given Kot given seines routinely; Monthly, Jan. A7
stream, 1 mi range black net & rote- 1972 through
stream antering not givern none for single Dec, 1972
Fahka Union standing crop
Canaly Carter estimate
st al, 1973
Unnamed streams 16-32 p/oo 13.2%97.1% 1am Thick organic  Dense Thalassia Gill nets; hoop Weekly, gill 52
near Turkey 0.5 m mud-gill met & testudinum at nets; traps nets; bimonthly,
Point, Biscayne trap sites; mout others; August
Bay: Nugent culvert at hoop 1968 through
1970 net sites Dec. 1969
Total 111

Only taken in SE Fla.

=23
55
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Table A-2, Site characteristics and sampling methodology for fishes
in mangrove-lined estuarine bays and lagoons.
Mean
depth; Nusber
salinity Tamparaturs tidal species
Location range range range Substrate Eenthic vegetation Sampling methods Frequency recorded
Fahkahatches Average - 21 2:31% 1.2 Generally Extensive arcas of  Vegetated, mud, Monthly, July a3
Bay, 740 ha; 15-37 ofoo, g ; — muddy , sooe lalodule wrighﬂ [ sand/shell hottoms 1971 through [Yokel)
Yokel 19758, lew of 1 nfose  21.5°-32°C sand & shell a55ia testudines sampled by otter July 1972
Carter ot al. racorded by (Carter n porthern portion  trawl (Yokel): 2 (Yokal): gt
14973 Yokel, Sept. et a1.) béy seings, otter Monthly, Jamn.
19 trawl, surface 1872 through
trawl [Carter Dec. 1572
et al.) {Carter ot 21.)
Fahka Union 5-35 ofo0 24%.39.5% 1.0 LT Muddy, Little seagrass, 2 bay seifms, Monthly, dan, gg®
Bay, 185 hai subject to e occational high standing crop otter trawl, 1972 through
Carter st gl sporadie sandy aren of green aloae surface trawl Dec. 1972
1973 ntasive or oyster
freshwater har
inpgh from
dralnage
CENE|E
Honkery iy, 8.9-30.5 ofoe  W.3%-2.6%C 09 m Med, sand, Haloduls wrightii, Vegetatsd, mud, Monthly, June g4
419 ha; 55 m shull walassia Lest , sand/shell bottoms 1970 throwgh
¥okel 1975 lisTophiTa enyslsannit i1 “rnp':&d by othar July 1972
traw
Marco Tsland 19 ofou Sept. 13%32%  Not given Mud, mud Halodule wrd Vegutated, mud, Monthly, July 59
Estuary; Yokel 1971 other- s:md. she d{'lr Beds 1n & sand/shell bottoms 1971 through {Yokel)
1975b: Wein- wise pyer-a back-hays of man- sompled by otter duly, 1972 B2
stein at al, d-yr pericd yrove compled; trawl (Yokel): (Yokel); [Wein-
1977 £9-39 ufoo Thalassia not well otter trawl (Wein- Hnnth‘li July stein)
[T stein et al. 1571 through
Jan. 1975
{Wainstein
et al.)
r 2,9-29,3 ofon  15.9°-32.1%C  Shallow feat. xilt, Hilodule weigntii, - Roller frame trawl  Monthly - B &7
Q'E?::k stations- marl A shall, ntes EI|.Ltl'ts.:|t..u stations
I'J;I:! 1 m, doep sand & shell hara hernomanni, sept. 1968
stations- Dasys pedicellate, through
0.8-1.0 m; 55?':—{11;5‘“&] 0., Hov. 1369
0.6m alophila baillonis
Total 117

Pug spacies in Fahkabatchee and Tabike Unbon Bays conbined.
Bey1f Amorican Corporation.
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Table A-3. Site characteristics and sampling methodology for fishes
in mangrove-lined oceanic bays and lagoons.
Mean
depth; Number
Salimity Temperature tidal species
Location range range rangs Subpstrate Benthic vegetation Sampling methods Frequency recorded
01d Rhodes Averane April-  Average for 0.61 m; Seagrassos: Yisual counts, Monthly, 1973 al
Koy Lagoon, June 1973 - Apr.-June 0.5 m Thalassia testudimum traps, hook and
Holm 1577 37 ofoo 1973 - 28°C range I
Porpoise Lake, 27.8-49.6 ofoo  16.6%-32.2% Max. Carbonats Seagrasses: exten- Suction sampler, Monthly, April &4
Florida Bay, depth - mud & shall sive Thalassia slednet, pushnet, 1965 through
Hudson et al, 2.1 m; fragments testudinum, Sparse beach seine, cast dan. 1968
1370 == TaToduTe wrightif net, roller-frame
trawls, hook & Tine
Southern 5.0-43.E8 ofoo 13.5%-38.7%" Range Mud, sand. Seagrasses: Honthly, July 75
Biscayne Bay, 1.0-2.5 m coarse Thalassia bestudinum, 1968 through
Sader and sand & shell Halodule wrightii, June 1370
Roessler fragments red a!gath]._uurmcia_.
1am Digenia
Western ftot given Hot given Hot given  Not given ot given though Bag seinge, semi- Monthly. May 109
F‘{nrmi Day author states oach balloon otter 1973 through
316 km=, representative June 1874 at
Schmidt 1979 henthic habitat 12 stations
wias Samplod
Total 156

35 ome sampling stations were within the area of the thermal plume from the Turkey Point power plant, temperaturc elevation up to 5.2 above ambient.



APPENDIX B. Fishes of mangrove areas of Florida tabulated by
habitat type. Hev to numbered references appears
at the end of the tabla. pDiet items listed in
order of decreasing importance.
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- BE 3
s I
TElsnz et
Fanily and Species =l EE = Referznre Dier Fefarence Com=gnts
g i
Orestolobidae -
carpét sharks
Singly=agtoss clrritos ) - Ly 32 7 Fish, cephalopods, nolluscs, Bardsil 387
nurde ghark shrirsp. sea urchinw Clark § wvom
Echnide 1985
Bahlke &
Chatilia 19&s
Carcharhinidas =
requien ghacks
Carcharhinus legcas " ¥ dwreniles: [Tah fizius feliz: Cduom 1t

Edll shark Iophoastine, Mind] sacbeios,
Erevssrzia zasroncs,
Hicrosccun andulseusl, ceos=
saceans Including penssid
shrizp, bluz =mabs

Carcharhinus lirbatus + HH Tish [Caranx 3., Centropocus  Ciard &
blackely hark 2ninzizalis, SAlloTTRILIis vom Fahmide

Sttsenft, Arige falis, lLacto— 1255
theys trigommus Lsscdon
rho=boides], crabs

Hegcaprion brevircsrels * - 8, %, F Yaung: crusticeans, Tlsh Fandall L%ET
le=sm shark Fduleg: Tish, crogtacasns Clark & Ton

Sghnide 1965

Ejhyrnides = ha——arhand

slaris
Sphyzza tiburs = . . 1 5 Yarkis ghrinn, shei=e, fasceds, Baklke &
bannathesd baxnaclas, bivalva nallus-s, Chaglin 13ER

cechalopods,  Flsh

Frintidas - sarlinhed
Priscie pectinses * + 5, % #ish. benthic crugfaceans Soklke &
smalltooth sawfish Crssilin L9E4

Rhinchatidac -

guitarfishas
ihincbatos lenti~ ®. :
ginﬂm = AElsneles
guitarfish

Torpedinidas — alectric

IRYS
Harcine brasiliensis- ¥ * i 17, 1B
dumser sleceric ray

Eajidae - shavtes Crustacea, fish, aunelids Pexd 1954
Paja toxana = 1
roundel skate

Dasyatidas - stingrags

Casyatis ssericans — - - - A4, 8T fiskes, pipuncalid and poly- Fandall 1967
southern stingray chasts worma, craba, hivalees,
shri=s, pantis shrisg
tis sahina . ' 2, 8,118, Benthic invertebrates inclus Darnell 1558
atlTantic stingray 17 ding bivalves, xanthid and

poctunid crabe, whrispa,
anphipods, annelids, chirene—

nid larvae
Gvznura nicrura - + 17 Fish, =olluscy, snnelide; Feterwon L
m=ooth butterfly sheinp, othar amall Fetagean 1372
ray Crurtaceans
tirolophus jesalcensis = - 1 Frobably s=all burrewing sehlke &
yvellow stingray invertebratss Chaplin 1358

*1his and all subsequent Ode= 1371 citorioas refer to W.E. Odes 1571.
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Habiza® Tvpe

-FE = Di=t
Family acd Spocles = |-§ i = Refwrenca et Relepunee Co=mmnta
sl SlE = o .
Mylicbaridee - sagle caya
Astobatus paricard - - 1 Cla=s. ITELers Banlia &
spottsd sagle ray Craplin 1955
Lepiscateidae ~ gars
Lepizoateus platyrhinsus— + 3. 1. 13, Fish (poeciliide, cyprinodants, Odx 1371
Florida gar A% p=all contrarchida), crostaceans
f{earidean shrisp).insect larvas
Elopidas — tagpons
Floos ssusis - - - s - . T 8 < 43 s pooplankton, chaeto- Sdi= 1571
lasyfinh E, 13, 1% gnatha, polypchacte Azati=z L
YoTEE Austin 197)
> 4% == caridesn & panasid
shriry,. variscy szall
fhak
Megalors azlantiza - - ¥ - T, By 13, € 4% =- plankuon loyclopedd odz= 1371 Chligars mir
TArEIn 15 eapapda ) Aczztin & Ereatbare. Juv-
Joveniles: fish sustin 1571 eniles fshabic
Tonfulos batesmclizga, Magil shallow Brackish
&1 « crustacoans (sstza- Fools low im caygen.
cods, carldsan shriss) ofren coxzaleing
sdulte; wide varfery of fish, 5,5 (kad=z 132}
eraks, shrizp, ctenophoTEs.
inssctn
Albnlidse - bonse fishss o T
Albula vulpss - - 4, & Clams, snaila, shri=p, small
benefiah Zish Chaplin
IWER
Anguillidze - sals
Angullia rostrata - . 13 E0=300 em=i - ssphipeds, ivopods Sdigs  1ETY
Amsrivan eel 180-472 == zanthid szabs,
varidean sheime, fish
ILephogobivg cyprincidas)
Cphichthidaa — snake
eels
Yyrophils poctatios = 3 3, 3, 17, Folychastes, Ersschicsccs Springes & Masbeara of this
speckled worn esl 18 caribgeo, mand crabs EraIoan fx=ily burrow
L. in =ud or sand,
Feid 1953 edstwisyled by
=ost mathods
(Bohlks & Chaplin
19481
Bascandch sogti- - |
Saris - uwhip sels
chibus gomesi - £ LB
B
Clupeidas = barrings
Brovoortia smithi - . - 2, 5, 17
whw!mn.tﬁl.p' A
gxevoortia patresmus - . 12 38-48 = phytoplankten, zoo-
Gulf sephadun plankton, plant frzgments. 1958

detritus
E5-103 == organic satter, sile,
diatoes. foraziniferanz. copspods
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Habitar Type

o
T |8
R stae
Family and Species Bald & Referencs Det Referance Comments
|
Harengula pensacoloe + + 2, 3, By, 30 s planktonlc copepoda, Odum 1971
scaled sarding 13 zoea, mauplil, larval fish
B64-96 wm:  amphipods,
harpacticold copepods; isopods,
mysids, chircnomid larvae
Opisthonema oglinum - + + 2, 3, 5, Copopods, polychactes, shrizp, Odum 1971
Atlantic thread herring 13, 17 fishes, crabh larvae, mysids
fardinells snchovia + 17
Spanish sardine
Ingraclidac = anchoules
Anchoa cubanm - + 2y Lh Detracnds, copepods Springer &
Cuban anchovy Woodburn
1960
Anchoa hepeetus = * + 2, 3, 13, 33=1lk mm: copepade, isopeds, Springer &
stripod anchovy 16, 17  -mysids, caridean shrimp, small HWoodburn
bk va v 1960
Anchoa lamprotacsiia — + 5
bigeye anchowvy
Anchua gitchilll - + + + 1, 2, 3, <25 ma: =lcrogooplankton Odum 1971
hay anchovy 3, 1, 8, 11-62 om:r amphipode, zooplank-
11, 16-18 ton, myalds, ostracods, plant
derritus, copepods, small molluscs,
chironomld larvae
Synodont Ldar -
LHizardlishes
‘Synodus fowtend - + - - 1-3, 5, 8, Smnll fish, erabs, shrimp, Odum 1971
inshore Tizarcdf lah 17, 18 polychaete worms
Catostomidas — suckers . e
Erimyzson sucotta = + i T
ﬂ'&‘ij'r:ifi‘bshnénr srray
letalurbdoe = freahwiter
catfish
Ietalurus nogalie = + L& A Creshuwater
¥ellow hullhead BEray
Hoturus gerinue = * L& A Erestwacer
tadpole madtom atray
Acrildae - soa catfiahos
Arius Felis - sea catfish & + - 2y 1, 5, 100 mmt  copepods, zooplankton Odum 1971
7o B, 13, nmphipods, myailds, chironomid
17 larvae, lsopods, small crabs
100=200 ==:  benthie inverte-
brates
200-330 pm:  grabs, amphipods,
myalds, [ishes, bark, erayliah,
caridean and penaeid shrimp
Bagre sarinus - + i 2. B, L7 262-44% wm:  hlue craba, small Dcum 1871
pafftopsai]l catfich fishes
Ratracholdidae = coadfishen
Opsanus hetn - L + 1=-3;-5; 18-60 mn:  amphipeds, chironoadd  Odum 1971 Salinities
Gulf tocadfish 1, 12, 13, larvae, mysida, lsopods, few [igh 10 ofoe =
13, 17, 18 >80 mm: carldean shrinp, xanthid {Odus 1971}

crabs, snapping shrimp, oussels,
fiah, mangrove hark
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Family and Bpecies et Raleranca Commenta
Forichthys porosissiaus 3, L8
Atlantic midahipman
Goblesocidne - elingfishes
Goblesox BCrumosus ¥ 2, 3, 5, 8 10-32 =m: amphipods, isopods, Odum 1971
skilletfish chironoald Larvae
Dgeocephal ldae = batfishen
nasULLE * 14 Small bivalves, gastropods, fald 1954
shortnoge batfish polycimotes
Dgcocephalus radlatus 2, 11, 17,
polka=dot batfish 13
Gadidae - codfishes
Urophycis floridanus iz Amphipods, laopods, mysids, Springor & i spicies pare
Southern hake decapod shilmp, polychascos, Woodburn common at oore
insect larvae, fishes (Lagodon 1960 northerly
rhoshodldes, Paralichthya laticudes
albigutea)
Ophid{idan - cusk-ctls,
broculas
Gunrerichchys lengipenis 17
gold brotula
Ogilbia cayori= + 1, 3
key brotula
ophiidion holbrooki 3
bhank cusk=-edl
Exocoetidae = flying-
fighes, halfboaks
Chriodorus atherineides + 5
hardhoad halfbaak
Hyporhemplus unifascistus - 2: 3 5 juweniles: sooplankton including  Carr &
hal Fhoak crab segalops, veligers, cope= hlpam 1973
pods
130=-199 mmy cplphytic alzae,
darritus, seagrasa
Belemidas - nesidlefishes
Strongyluca marina =P R 11 157=-475 o small fishes, tarnsll
Atlantic needlefiah inwects, shrinp, small amounts 1958
of vascular plant material and
algaa
lura notata + 1, 3, 5, In grassbads - Hroak
redfin neediesinh B, 12 Juveniles: polyciaste worss, 1975
cumsceans . fiak
Adults: Fish, pri=arily
athrrinids
Errongylora timoon - - - e i ] 159=178 me: anchovies, shri=p Pandall rrimarily inshore
timgey 1967 spécios, Froaly
intors frosk=
water (Randall
1967)
Tylosurus crocodilus = - 5 250-1320 mmy flahes, abrimp Pamdall Opan water and
houndfish 1967 inghoze surface
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=35 5
L
) el it et
Family and Specles = n'lﬁ 2=a Beference Her HRafercnce Comments
Cyprinodontides - killi-
finkiea

pdinia xenica - * 2.6, i3=15 Plant detritos, distoms, Odun 1971

diamond killifish anphipods, harpacticoid
cupepoda, insects

Cyprinodon var:ogstis

shedjmhaad ol nnow * . " 7, B, Plant detritus. algae, Odum 1971

L3=15 nemsbodes. mmall crustaceans

Eloridishthys carpio * * I, 4, A, Amphipods, oscranods, isopoda, Odum 1971

goldspotted Rillifish i1 copepode, chironomid larvae,
nesatodes, plant detritus, algas

Furdalus confluentys . 3, 8, 13-1% Caridean shrimp, small flsh, odicm 1071

Darak killifish IGasbusia affinic) , asphipods,
isopodn, adult € larval insocts,

¢ myaids, ostracods,
algal Filamescs

Fundulus chrysotus * 4. 1% Rare in mangrove

aolden shpmilnno zone, headwater

pocls only

Fusdulus grandis * 2,8, [3-15 paphipods, ileopods, danthid Odum  LFT1

Gull killifiah crubs, chironamid larvae,
tervoatrial insects, snallu,
algae, mmall Fish (poociliide)

Fundulus Betoroslitus ] T Banll crustaccans {anghipods, Foterwan &

Hummichog ipopode, ortracods, tonzids, Fatorsan
copepodul , dotrites, polychacte 1579
worss, lnsectn, Shails, iover=
tebrate &g0s

Tundulus pomttn s . L= imar

Fominalo killitinh crmclye

freabwater form,
headwator pebin
only

Jordarells Tloaridse . Wy

Faafian . = == 11-1% Prisazily fresh-

wWAtRE, Common in
pooly in headwstor
reglons

Lucan:s geodal " :

o o e e 2. 8, 03-15 SFnall crustaceann copepods, Gdum 1971 (lesdwater pools
cladpcorans. ostracoda) . ingnet and channel
larvaw

Tzl rva - -

r_...“m‘“r‘__._._“””“h v + 11:.;-. #4230 emi pladktonis copepods Cdum 197

12=1%, 17 21-37 ==y asphipods. mysids,
chirnoonid larvae, ostracods.
malluscs; plant detrlicus

Aiwilus marmoratus - 3,08, 13,15

rivulug

Foeciliidem = liveboarars
23::&2“_'- B Ty Ayt A versatile foeder: sphipods, odm 1971
13-1% chironcmid larvas, hydracarina,
harpaceicoid copepods, anally,
afts, adelt insects, solychasto
T, ostracods, mosguito pupac,
alijan

Gambus L rh"-.'_“]i-.i - P

mingTRva i-lutruli:" Lt . and heeckish

watse in Ehisophora

Wwawps, Rorthern
Cuba, stuthesstern
Plorida
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Fanily and Specles 2 Reference Diet Reference Comments

Hetorandria forpons . B, 14, 13 Chironowld lagves, borpacticoid odtm 1971
Imant killifish and planktonic copspods, clado-

serane, terrestrial ismects,

algds, dlaboss

Poe=ilia latipinna - [ L 7 N A Plant dotzizus, alnaoc, distoss odum 1971
sAllfin maily 13-1%

Atharinidas - silversides
Allanetta narsingtonicsis + | 19-E0 wetr copepods, flah Lagvas, Randall
resf wilverside polycoaets larvae 1367

Hembras martinica = * 2. 5. U Esall zooplanitos crustscesps, Peberasn &
rogh Ao VeTRioe jovonile & larval fishes, ToLorsan
inaecta, detritud, mnails L1979

#rnidin Iiina . - - r P Inists; copepods, chirenoeid — Odan 197
tidewater silverslis Mg 12, Lntwvne, =ysids, anphipods
13, 17,
14

Symqnathidae —

jilpnfianar. BrRcoCers
Corytholchthys . iy 1i
albirostris
whitenons oife? ok

; dated wich
i s opncamgaa srnirbon 1 ' lox %13, Adaas :
: wodptated areas |{Tabb
linel meahotns 1} & Wanning 1961
BIDPOCARGUN SONTATAN * ] Vi 203, 5 thtimately assocloted
dwar? asahorse L1, ke 1% with unattached algas
[E] {Tabn & Marnlng
19611, OF grassy
arcas (Sprinjor €
Aoodlrn L960)

MHicroomathus cristderys . . . 5 @ S3=RA2 war oopspots, moroe mald LaG4
i'rln-;h'; pimobint s R

syngmntoun Flosicas = ] 1=3, 5. 13 Taridean ehrimp, ampsioodw, urook 1975
dunky pipeiish tanaide, Banpeds

Syngrsthus louisianss - ¥ =3 10 mupepods, =ohipods. small Z=id 1934 Tohabiit grassy
cuiie pivelish in=28 whrimm flats (Springer &
Boodburn  LBEDH

Sundbathay ssowelll - - - -0, §, L1 Bapsieeds, isstode, taneids, Srook  1%7%

Galf plrar:ah 1=k vapefrda, riny saridean Springar =
shrirn, Rantrseods (Biztiun. Woodborn 1360
Alerwlle) PReid 1954

Synenazhas sprirgeel . 1,42
2200 phprizeh

synghashae dornckersd L L1 fssociated with

*ugrzse Mipelish wegotaled drean
(Tabb & Manning
19al)

Eynsrachis pelugisue - 1
sarsEenes e inh

Cantropasidac = unooie
Cestroperis saralielus K : Fazily as 2 whole
“at arsol shows prefersnca
for sstuarine man=
grove hablitat
(Rivas 19E32)

Cant revoerdd poctinatus . T. 4 1
TAL P 8ok
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Habitar Type

o3 |2
cHENER pies
Family and Species pulsy §_= Reference niet Eeforence Commenis
Coptropomod pndecimalis « - * 2,5,7.8, Jduvenilea: caridean sheisp, Oafgm 1571 By far sost
ERGOE i1, 11, 14 small cyprinodont fiaked, Agmtin & aburdant of
gobies, mojarcan Auatin thres spocies
Adulis: fish, crabs, penseld 1571 iRivan 18%E2)
ehi iy, orayiiah, saapping
shrimp
Sarranidap - soa basnes
Cuntropristis striata - 11 Family in genersl cassivarous Randall
black seabasw an Fiah, ocrustacesns 1967
Diplectrus formisun - = 2:3.0L Caridean & peoosid sarisgE, Reid 1954
sand parch la-18 copepods, oraba, fiahk
Epinophelus itajars L - - 2.5, 7.6, Juviniles: pesaeld shriep, Oriam 1071 Tha most asaslant
Jesfish L1, 13, 15 =anthid crade af the seasasaew
it mangrove habicats
Eploeshalus soric - 1 275=110 mmi sruBtacesns, Fandall
red groupor oraba, flshes 1967
Bplnoplwlus stelatus + 4, 11 F70-844 memy Filah, crabs, bamiall
Haswau groyper nromatopodi,, csphaiopods. 17
sheimp, apincy lobsters.
gancropods, bivalwes, isopods
Lectrus juella * it G4=48 mmr mapping shrimg, Ramiall
ot craba, 2idh, eysids, stosato- L
o, Leopods
Mystaroperca miceolepis “ . Ly 2,5, 01, 71=100 mm penacid shrisg, Reld 1054
Jag 17, IH Fiun
Cantrarchidas = nunfishes
‘Blagpoms svargladed
Evarglades pygmy sunfish & 18 Family & pirimarily
Ereahwatne, fish
peupsionally enter
headwatnr Aros
ol mangrovo—
fringed stceas
Lepeels auritus * o)
redbreant wunfish
Leponis gulosus - 2, 1% 1% Shrimp (Palassonhstes], fish Desaolle =t Diet from Lake
waraouth - Gobloscms bossi, Lopomis al, 1978 Foutchartrain
macrochiras] , detritus, salimities 1.6~
¥allisseria, amphipods, xan= 4.1 o/ra
thid crabs, hloe crabe
Lepomis macrochirus - 2,15 Amphipods, bloe crab [Cal- twesells ot hivt fron Lako
bBlusgill : linsstes sapidus), xanthid 41, lore Pontchartrain
craby, detritus, Vallisreris, salinities 1.6
class (Bangls cunsata). 4.1 o/oo
nponge [Ephydatis Fluviazilis).
barnacles, bmsect larvan
s microlophus - 2, 13-15 fhironomid larvae, asghipods, Desselle et bDlet from Lake
redaar sunflish xanthid crabs, clam (Rangis al. 1970 Fontchartrain
cunsatal , aponge (Ephydatia salinitcion L.6-
Eluviatitis}, detritus k.1 ofoa
L 71 Ballnicies € 12 0/o0
Lepomis punctatus * Ay 14, 1 Cladocerans, small czabs, Odum 1%
spottod wunfish rysids. chironomids, amphipeds, (oh=s 19740
insects, eolluscs, isopods,
Eimk, aluas
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Family and Spacies

Habltat Type

Htreanm

Fatuarine
Ray
feranic
Tay

Tidut

Diet

Commangs

Hicropterus salsoides
largemouth hass

Apogonidae - cordinaliinhes

htrﬂﬂm alutus
‘bronee cardinalfish

Astrapegon stellatus
conchfish

Posatomidae - bluafishes
Fomatoms saltatrix
bluefish

Rachycentridan = cobian

Rachycentron canadus
cobia

Echensidae - remoras

Echeneis neucratoldes
whitefin sharksucker

Repora romora

Carangidar - Yacks, pempanos

Carsnx crysos - blue
runner

hi
crevalle jack

Caranx ruber
bhar jack

Chloroscosbrun chrymurus

Atlantic busmper

Difgoplices saurus
leather jacket

Trachinotus carolinue
Florida pospano

Trachinotus falcatus
peraic

Selene vooer

+

*

Caridean shrimp, small blue

erabs, crayfish, xanthid crabs,
25 species of (ish, Vallisneria,

Cladophorn

Young: malnly fishes (anchovies,

silversides, kil1l10]ahes, non-

haden, shad, sported weatrout),

shrinp, crabs, other mmall
crustaceses, annelids, snails

Fiuh, erabe

Fish, isopods, other crustacea

3B=175 mm: copepods, Isopoda,
vertebrate samcle tlasue, crab
larvae, flah resaine, crusta-
caans, amphipods

Flashea, crustateans

160-547 wea: Fish; shrimp, wysids,

stonatopsdi, aastropods

Snapping shrimp, penacid ahrimp,

lacval anchoviles, ladviish,
harpacticald copapade

sardinen (Hnrengula mp.),
morle ttnMTHF'_ PRa Sfad,
bivalves (Domax sp.)
L5370 nmz sywida, ahrimp,

apchovies, silversides, crahs,
snails

Youmyg: shri=p and other
crustacenns, small molluscs
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Peterson 1379

FPeterson 1975

Hembers of this
family attach te
nharks spd large
bony fishes
(Randall 1967

Family af wwife-
suimming, carnie-
grocs [iches,
often running in
schools, wide-
ranging (Handall
1967}

Cormon over mud
hottoms (Randall
19673

Hore apt to occur
over sandy bottons
than I. carellinns
{Randall 1967}




Habitat Type

=
g % =
- g E
=
d8lsxlds Diee
Family and Specles maleE| €3 peference et Raferunce Comments
fresicarans a4 17
ashlyrhynchus -
bluntnose jack
Carane latus #* 12 Predaceous oo other fishes Darnell 1958 Considered by
horse=eve jack Ganter (1836} to
be suryhaline
Lut janidae - snappora
Lut janus analis + I, &, 1]  204-620 w=: crabs, [lsh, Kandall 1967 Coscwnly lound
muLLan anapper Rastropods, octopods, hermit over sand, sea-
crahs, peaneid shrizp, spiny grasa, ribble,
lobster, stomstopods coral reefs
(Rsndall 1967)
Lugjanus apodus + - 1, &; 5, Cruscaccana [shrimp, snapping Hugeat 1970
» Isaster 7. 11 shrisp, blus crabs, manthig
crabe, grapaid crabe), fish
t]anus grisevs + 4 + I3, 7. <40 == reside In grassbods e 1971 Uy far the most
Eray soappor 8, 11-11, feeding on small crustaceans, abundan: suapper
1518 insect larvae in mangrove
§5=254 mm: reside in mangrove habitacs
ereoks Feeding oo crustaceans
(mnapping shrimp, xanthid crabs,
penaeds shriap, erayfish, caridean
shrimp), [ish including gohies,
anchovies, poeciliids, ocls,
killifishea
Lutjanus joeu + 1 190630 m=: fish, crabs, Randall 1967
dog snappar octopods, spiny lobater,
pastropods
Lut janus rin + - - 1. 2, ), snapping shrimp, crabs, Grark & Knowm froo bracikish
lane snapper 3, 7, 11, anchovies, ammelids, solluscs Echroeder water to depths of
1&=-18 1570 210 [achoms
{Mandall 1947)
Garreidas - mojarras
Diapterus olisthostomis + 2 110=116 == grees algae Austin L
Trish pompano (Enceromorpha flexuosa, Aumptin 1971
Cladophora), Ruppla maritica,
bluc-green algse (Lyngba
majuscula)
Diopterus plomierdi + v 2, 7.8, M-171 em: sysids, amphipods, Odum 1571 A pormanent
striped sojarce 11-13, horpacticoid copepodsa, resident (Odun
15, 18 chirosomld larvae, ostracods, 1871}
bhivalves, plant detritus
Euclnostomus argentews 4 * * 1-5, 2, 19-63 e=i: aphipods, Oclizm 1971
apetfin majarra By 11-1%, chironomida, harpacticodid
L6=18 copepods, ostracods, mysids,
mollusca, plant deccicus
Euclpostecus gula #* + ¥ 1-3, 5, 19=70 =m: amphipods, chironomid Odus 1971
wllver jenmy 1, 8, lazvae, harpacticold copepods,
11=13, mollusca, mysids, ostracods,
16-18 plant detritus
Eucinostomus lefroyl + + 10
mottled sojarca
Cerren cineccus + + 2, 74 11 Crabs, hivalves, gastropods, Randall 1967,
yellowflo mojarra polychacte worma, shrimp, Austin &
patracods Auatin 1971
Pomadasyidmae = grunts Faxlly carndvoroes though rarely Bandall 1967 Most ahelter on

pineivoraus
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coral reef by
day, feed on
grasay [lats by
night (Randall
1967)



_Habitat lype
z
1—-'1 E & 3 E Dier
Family and Species o | # 2 Roference Diet Reference Cormenta
hnisctremys virginicus + 1 112-264 mm: britele stars, crabs, Randall
porkfish shrimp, polychastes, tsopods, 1967
bivalves, stomitopods, gastropods
Whemuion suralinestum " L, 4, 11 57=176 mm: shrimp & shrisp lar-  Bandall
tomtate vao, polychaetes, hermit ceabs, 1967
amphipods, copepods, pantropods,
bivalves
Masemulon carbonae lur " 1 156=-271 me: crabs, gastropods, Randall
Cacsar grupt soa urchins, chitons, poly= 1967
chagtes, brittle stars, sipun-
culid worms, shrlsg
Haemulon £lavolindatum i [ 113=228 mm1 polychactes, crabs, Randall
French grunt sipunculid worms, chitons, L1957
holothurians, isopods, shrimp,
bivalves
Mamsulon parral + " 17 Benthic invertebrates including Ramdall
sallor's chaice whrimp, craba, amphipods, gas- 1967
tropods, polychasta worms,
Biva by
flaeealen plosdiord + + 4,2, 11,10 1303279 mm: erabe, polychaste Randall
white grunt worms, mea wvrchins, sipunculid 1967
worns, gastrepods, shrimp, beicele Roid
atars: jovanilea: copepods, mysids 1954
Haesmlon albim + T Benthic invertebrates lncluding Randall
mrgate croba, shrisp, polychaete worme, 1967
msphipods, copepods, snalls,
Blvalves
Basmaleon scluyns * . # 1, 3,5, ponthic invertebrates including  Randall
bluestriped grumt 7. 11 crustaceans, molluscs, annelld 1967
worms
Orthopristis chrysop- " O T T Juveniles: 16-30 sm: plankton Carr & strong proference
Lera 11, 16-18 including copepods, mysida, Adams for vegetated sub-
pintiah paatlarval sheimp 1873 strate in  bay
*30 sm: polychastes, shri=mp, arcas (Welnatedn
anghipols et al. 1977)
Sparidae - poargies
Archosargue probatocspho- & + - 2, %, 5,7, <40 mm: in grasabeds - copepods, Odum 1971
Tum B, 11-13, enphipade, chironomid larvae, -Austin &
shoepshoad 17-18 myaids, algas, molluscs Rustin
»40 mm: in mapgrove creska - 1971
mussele, false musaelz, crabs;
snapping shrimp, crayfish,
hydrazoans, algae, plant
dotritos
12-85 mm: in Puerto Rico man-
groves - LO0Y Blua-grean
almae (Lyngbya moijusculal
Archosargus rhonboidalis * 5. 11 105-320 am; geagramsms Cynzdocsa Randall Baually seen ln
sea broam & Thalassia, algae,crabs, gas= 1967 mangreve aloughs,
tropods, lavertebrate eggo, £are on roels
bivalves (Randall 1967)
Calamus arotifrons - [ 11, A7 Copopods, amphipods, aysids, peild 1954 Associated with
GTASE oty shrimp, bivalves, gastropode grassy flats (Takh &
Ipierells, Witkium), palychastes Manting 1961)
catamus calamus 4 L 190-250 am; polychactes, hriztie Randall
EAUCOT @YE POEQY mtars, bivalves, hermit crabs, 1967

sea urchins, qastropods, chitons
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lanitat Twpe
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5 la
=8 E |d
42 2.4, Dise
ranily and Boecles ZTnad¥3 ference MHet Reference Comeenits
lagodin rhoaboldes - + + =3, 5, 7,8, I1n -angrove ureek-scorched Gdim 1971  Strong preferonoe
pinfich 11..1%, le= =ussal, oysids, sw-hipods, neid 19%4 for vegetated sub-
18 Ealme muspel strate ln bay areas
in Whitswater Bay - 100% plant {Weinstein ot al.
material 1977
Golaenidas - druma
Balfrdiells batabana . + . u
bl.e croaker
Bairdiells chrysura + + +  1=3,8, 11- lLarvag: copepods, larval £ish Odum 1571
gllver perch i1, 1i=18 (Menidis beryllinal
127101 m=; fish (hnchea
mitohilll), nysids
Cynescion arcnarigs + - 2, 12,317, wvosrly fisn, caridesn shrimp, Springer &
sand scatrout 18 nysida, ssphipods, cral zoea woodburn
L1960
Cymosaion nébulowss * * + 13,57, <50 mm: coprpods, plankbonie Odem 1971
apotted seatrmat B, 11-1%, crnstaces
BS. L7, 18 50-37% =m; Cigh (Mogll cophalus,
Lagodon rhomtoides, Zucino-
gtomus guls, E. argentous,
Cyprinodon variegatus,
Goblisons rolustiy, Anchos
aiechillil
Lelostoscs xanthurus & . [P [ - 8 b mp: planktonls organisas Springur &
WROT 17-18 40 mm: filanentous algawm, Weodbarn

desmids, forsns, asphipods, 1960
mysids, copepods, ostracods,
Lsnpods, chaetognatha, bi-

valvos, smalls; pelychaste

WETTE
Acnticirchus. anoricanis ¢ . « 2, 11-13, Migh, benchis crustaceans Springer &
Southorn singlah 1T-1A Woodburn
1963
1 - K Polychactas, bivalves (Donax) , Springer & Most common of f sandy
m_%g.:_’.;_:"_:hﬂ?_‘;ﬂﬂ 2y Al mand orab Emerital, razor olama Woodbarn beachas (Springer &
1960 Woodbarn  1960)
Eisropogon undulatin L] " i1, i duveniles: copspods, syaide, Bpringer &
stlantis cvaaker caridesn shrisp, polychaets Wocdbarn
worss, insect Larvae, iso- 196d
podds, emall Bivalwes
tam cromis + + LU Fa P <300 em: wollusow, xanthid parnell
blsck drum 12, 1% crabs 1958
100 mmy hivalves, asphipods,
bine crabs, ponaeid shrimp,
paridein sheisgp
Eciasncps ocellats ' 4 = 2,0 058, <1 ne: planktonic organisma Odum 1971
red dros 11=11, 1%, {vopepods, Trab soes. larval
i Fish}
M-42 v wysida, amphipods,
caridesn shrimp
&0 wm: xanthid & portunid
crabs, sepawid shrimp,.
small Eish
J0R =403 wm: manthid crabs
fquetus scominatus - 1 GE-152 moy shrisp & ahreissn Hardall Characteristic of
higl-bat larvae, isopods, stomatopod LaaT coral reafs
larvan, oopapcds, anphipods (Handall 1967)
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Fanlly mnd Species

:
s

et

der
Reforence

Fidee — spadelisses
atodzscerun faber
Arianbic spadefish

Facasensridas =
darginl I gl
aAbudp fdcf samatilis
mefpRaent BAYOE

Lanridan - wrisees
Aalir-oeres bYVIEEATLS
lippsry dick

fcaridse - parrotfinhes
liicholaing amka
amerald carrotfish

Scarna sosrdleds
Elne parrotfing

Scarus srotconpis
stripeé parrotfial

Sparisoma chrysoplerue
redzail jarrotfiash

Eparizoms rubripinne
redfin sarrotfing

Fparisoms viride
stoplight parzatsish

mugdlidas - molloks

Musil cephalom
stripod mullet

Mugil curena
white mullet

tugil trichodon
fantail milek

Gphyracaidas - Barraooedan

Sfhyracns barracuds
Freat barracude

cplarosmathidac - jawlishos
Jerls
mottled jawfish

nitiis maxi | losus

-
£ lx
-5g E
SEl53(3s
b=l 2 Befwrence
« 2. 0.5
11, I6=]8
- (1
+ L
- = L.k 1. 1H
- 1
- 4
& 11
* L
] ]
. . ¢ 2.3:3.7.8,
L1-1%. i&
“ ¥ L3 2,8, 7,
11-12
v - «  2.0,1L,12
+ - " 1=5, 7. B,
11, 13
[ 1

Warms. crustabeans, debris

191=13% mey copwpodn. algao,

Fin= waua. Fiah. whrimp larvas.

i yuhaet s

R7=13T mm: crabs, sed Jrehins,

darmell
16461

andall
1967

Eandall

polyczasten. gastropods,. orittle 1547

wtard, bivalves. sheirs. fish,

permit oraba

Family ferbivorocus, Feoding
primavily on algan grosing

on bard substrated, Recondavily

an srAgTaEsan

Inorganic wediments, Fine
dperitus, micro-alzan

Randall
1967

aedum L¥TL

25=73 mms plant detrites, blue— Austin &

green algas ilyngbya majusculal

135-360 pm: fimh (Cucleoatosus  Odis
gula, Eidjn baryllina, Archo—

Earous probatocephaliial

£3-110 mm: shrimp, isopods.
Fizhes, polychastes, sysids,
copepods

122

Austin
1971

1971

Randall
1967

Juveniles (7-12 mm)
inhabit very ahallow
nuarshore sandy
beaches. Boar a
deceptive rogomblance
to infertile red
mungrove sesd pods
(Bredar  1940)

Characteriotic family
of coral reefs [Ran-
dall  1967)

A habitse generalist:
reefs, grassbeds,
tock piles, wharfa
[Botlke & Chaplin
1963]

Ehallow water patch
reals, sand bottoms,
grasabeds (Randall
L9867}

Family charstteris-
tio of coral resfs,
ranging into grass-
beda

Requires near marine
salinities (Tabkb &
Mamning 1961)

Balinitlos >10 o/o0
(Osimm 1071

Family lives in
purrows in sediesnt,
often in visinity
of reefs (Fzndall
1267}



=
H Diet
ki g Relerance Diet Beferencs Comentn

=
Faindlly and Species é

Citnidas — clinida % Fomlly appedss bo Be carnivneous Rendatl Inshers 2n rack,
Chawmopais acallata - o bemthic fovesonhirates i9eT saral ve rubble

blusthroat pikeblonmy sunstratos [(Ran-
dall 2347

Farsclinus marmoratus J L, 5, 1
marbiled Siemmy

Faraclinus Faszlatus - |
barded blenny

Etathoonolus smphilll - I
blavkbelly hlstmy

Blmfinlidas = conbtooth
Elethies
Chamsodes Eaburene . [ I=3. 08, 1T, 24=2% wer wepniscds Cary & Comoon prackish
Plocids :E:lmm-r Lui o= mau annind pede, detritos, Adams waTer alensy (Takb
palprteetes , wnaile 173 &/ Mauning - BB )

Blennius marmoresuy . H Almihe, arganiy debsitus, Eandell
seasned blenny Brittie #tara, palychiatas, Ly
e Lriw

Blennius picholsy . el
highfin blenny

Callionymitdae - dragonets
Calliomymus puissirsdistus * 1% 1
spobted deagonet

Eleotridas = slewpeea

Pormitator maculatos * I3, 4% Freatwator ase
fat sisupor ~0W Balinity arsas
ibarnell 1961}

Gl idae = gobies
Bathygablus moporstor + . « 2. ¥ BTy carzdmun sheimp, Sxivonsmid Odim 1971

Frillfin goby L larvie, anpalpods

Goblonellus asLatus * 12 Pilamuntous algse (Enteso- Springsr &

sharptall goby morphal, oatracsds, oopespeods Wocsdiburn
Fndmist ‘l.lt'.u_l: (L]

Gobionollus shufeld-i - ¥ 2, 17, Lb

frushwater guby

Goblonel lus ssarasius . + " by 9010, 11,

emerald gaby 15

Sthiowoma bousi + 3 3, i3 Small crustaceans incloding Puturson &

sakod paby aephipods, annnlids, fisa, Foternon
finh m3ge 1970

Gobicnoms longipata + i7

ruwngeE le gy

Gobiowoms s codon + 1

tignr poby

Gobivsosa Tobustun . ¢ 4 1-%, %00, Amphipods, mysids, chirotomid  Odum 1973

e ipaky 1, th-18 larvae

Lopbogobius cyprinaidos  « . LI 5 P L A vorsatile focdsr: asphipods, Odim 1971

created goby 3 mangrove detritus, Silementous

algan, wysids, coridean g
ponasid ahrimp, polychaote
waymn, oatrassds, bivalees,
chironpomid larves, harpacticoid
copepods . {sopods. ®anthid
crabs, snalls

123



_Habicar Type

£ |
~ElE |E
32|28 Blxe
Family and Specles 4 n‘. o Refarence Diee Heferunce Comssn ts
Mict ius gulosus + %, 5,8, 11= Amphipodas, copepods, chiromomid Odus 197]
cliown goby 13, 15, 17, larvae
1A
Hie: ius microlepis 5 Planktenic organiss Birduonyg
bannor goby 1581
Microgobius thalassinus = L, 1 12 Bmall cruptsceans Incloding Peterscn &
gresn goby pmphipods, other invertobrates  Pebsrson
1978
Ecoshridas - mackerals,
Lunss
Scosherpmoyys maculares  « 2,11, 13, Adults Feeding on penseld Tabk &
Bpanish mackeral 15 shrimp algrating from tidal Hanning
ETToaT 1861
Scofberomorus cavalls 11 ¥50=1002 mmi Linh Randail
king mackerel isa7
Soorpasnidas - ssorplos=
Fishea
Srorpasna hrasiliensis - oo Sheisp, pther sryEtaceans. Randall
barbfish Fiah 1967
Scorpasna grandicornis ] 17-102 mme shrimp, fisnh, Randall Mot often fowmd
plumed scorpionfish unidentifind crustaceans 1967 in seagrama
Trigludas = moarcbine
Prionotes salmonicolor 5
blackeing searchin
Pricuotus scitulun + 1-3, 11, Small mollusca, shrimp, crabs  Peterson &
leopard searobin Li—18 fish, small crustaceans Peterson 197%
{ogtracods, cumscenns)
Prionotus tribulus e 1-3, 11-13, G&hrimp, crabe, Tishes, amphi= Meterson L
bighead searobin 17, 18 peds, copepodn, aonelids, Yeterson 197%
bivalves, sea urchine
Bothidae — leftaye
floundars
Bothus scellatus 1, 11 68=1130 mm: [iwh, crabs, shrisp, #andall 1567
eyed Tlounder srphipods
Citharichthys =a 1
spotted whiff
Citharichthes 1, 17, 1B Mainly wywlds, also shrimp, Petersan &  Recorded from
-.Eii_gx_teru# crabs, copepods, amphipode, Frteraun sallnity range
bay whiff fiahos, annellds 1979 2.5-16.7 ofoo
{Darnell 1961}
Erropus crossotun 3; 11, 16 Calanoid copapodn, cumaceans, Fetorson &
fringoed flounder aaphidpods, mywlds, shrisp, Feterson
erabs, isopods, annelids, 1978
molluscs, fishon
Paralichthys albigutta + I-3, 7. 11, <&5 em: small crustaccans, Springer &
Galf £ 3 12, 17, 18 including smphipods, small Hoodburn
flah 19607 Heid
*45 mm: fish (pigfish, pinfish, 1954
lizardfiah, hay anchovy,
labrida), erustaccans
2 Malnly fishes (mullet, wenia- Petersnn &

rmunh% lechostiges —
Southern

dan, ahad, anchovies, pinfish,
mojarras, croakers), crabs,
pysids, molluses, penseid
ahriap, amphipods
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Fanlly and Spocies Coloa 4% Reference Hec Heferonce Commants
dyasius pasillosun - 1
dusky floundar
Scleidag - moles
fcmirus linentus * . « 1=i,5, 8, 12=74 mrs chiropomid larvae, Odum 1971
liped slo 18=13; 1= polychscte worms, focaminifersns
1B
Trineoces INBCTIDCUE * 1
serawliod sole
Trinuctes maculazus * * = 2 3 8, 18=110 pmi amphipods, my=ids o 1971
Eogohoker 11=-1%; 17,
18
Cyroglossidar - tonoui-
fialwe
Eymphires plagiuns
blackeheok tonguafigh + - + 1. ¥ 11 15-102 omi polychacte worms, Rustin &
1%, L&=-1B aatracods, portunid crabs, husiis
Ruppin anpd Halodule plant 1971
cipa
Ralistidas - trigowrfietes
k Filefishes
Ruterus schoepdi + 1. 11 Beagtasses, algse, heemic Randall Assooiated with
oranga Filefish craks. pastropods 1967 gragsbeds, sponge/ses
Ean habitats [Ran-
dall 1967, Voss
et al. 1969)
palisten vetula + L1 13=480 =m: mea wrchins, orabs, Randall Solitary reef fish
queen eriggarfish bivalves, brittle staru, poly= 1967 ranging into grass-
phastes, hormit crabs, gastro- bads
pods, algas
Honacanthus ciliscun * ' 1, 11, 17 47=97 mm: Algae, organic detri=- ~Ramdall, Closely asscciated
fringed filefish rus, seagrass, copepods, shrimp 1367 with vegetated areas
& shrimp larvas, amphipoda, Springer & (Tabb & Manning
tanalds, polychastes, nolluscs ?g:ghnﬂ 1961}
Fonacanthus hispidus . - 1=3; 11, Dabritun, bryozoans, annelids, Peterson & Associated with
planshesd £ilsfish le=1a harpactiooid copapads, amphi- Fatarson vegetated areas (Tabb
pods, hernit crobe; molluscs, 1979 & Manning 1961)
algee. soa wrching
Balistes ﬂﬂ'{l“u:l i )
aray triggerfish
Oatraciidae = boxtishes
Lactophrys quadracornis . 4 + 1,2,5, %, Vegetation, algae, bivalves Reid 1954 Young mimic sBea=-
scrawind cowfish 1, 16=18 grass blades
(Bohlke & Chaplin
1968}
Lactopheys Erigonys + 14001 105=355 sm: crahs, bivalves, Fancdal L Frimarily a resident
trunkfish pelychaetsas, sea urchine, algas; 1967 of seagrass (Randall
moagrass, gastropods, amphipods 1967
Lactophrys Lrigueter + 1 33=-250 me: palychastes, sipun— Handall Primarily o reef
smooth trunkiiah cnlid worms, crabs, shrisg, 1967 speciss (Randall
gantropods, hormit erabe, sea L3ET)
urchine, bivalves
Toeracdontidae = puffers
Ephoercides nephelus + b +  1=3, 5, I1, Juveniles: detritus, fecal Carr &
southern puffer 16=10 pelliets, zooplankton, poly=- funma
chastes, gastrepods, crabs, 1573
ahrisp

fdults: seall crabs, bhivalves
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gg[ﬂ ; et
Family and Species S5 8E|2 5 mererence et Reference  Gomments
Sphowroides spenglerd + + 1,7, 11 (Orobs, bivalves, snails, andall Tnhabite ses=
bandtall puffer pelychacces, amphipoda, 1987 grass, Teaf,
ahriap rublile, man-
groves {Randall
19677 Voss ot al.
19693
Sphoerofdes testudiness <+ * Xy ? 85-91 m=: porvunid sopalops Auntin &
checkared poffer larvap, gastropods Auatin 1571
Modontidan - porcupine—
fishes
Chilomycterus antennatus + 11 Castropods, lwrmit erabs, Hamdall Nealn and gross=-
bridled burrilah tsopods, crabs, shrimp 1567 bods [Vows
ot al. 1969)
l:hﬂ;ggum antlllarum + z
web burefish
Chileaycterus schoepfi + + -3, 5. Gastropods, barnscles, crabs, Springer & Aspociated with
atriped burriish 11, 16-1B aasphipods Hoodburn grassheds (Voas
1960 et al., L96%)
Salintcies

»25% ofoo (Springer
& Woodborn 1960)

Referance Numbers Key

1. Bader & Roemsler 1971 10, Seaman ec al. 1973

2. Carter ot al. 1973 11, Sehmide 1979

3. Clack 1970 12. Springer & Woodburn 1960

4. Halm 1977 13. Tabbh 19GE

5. Hudson et al. 1970 14. Tabb, Dubrow & Manning 1962
6. Kushlan & Lodge 1974 15. Tabb & Manning 1961

7. Nugent 1970 16. Weinsteln et al. 1977

Bi Ddum 1971 17. Yokel 1975a

8. Rivas 1969 16. Yokel 1975h
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APPENDIX . Amphibians and reptiles recorded from south Florida mangrove
SWAMPS .
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AMPHIBTANS AND REPTILES OF FLORIDA'S MANGROVES

Species Status Food Habits
Mud Turtle Abundant Insects, crustaceans,
{Rinosternon subrubrum) mollusks
Striped Mud Turtle Common Algae, spails, dead
(Kinosterncn bauri) fish
roate
Diamondback Terrapin Uncommon Littorina, Melampus, Uca,

(Malaclemys terrapin

macrospilota and
M.t. rhizophorarum)

Florida red-bellied Turtle
({Chrysemys nelsoni)

Chicken Turtle
{Deirochelys reticularia)

Greon Turtle
{Chelonia mydas)

Hawksbill
(Eretmochelys imbricata)

Loggerhead
{Caretta caretta)

Atlantic Ridley
{Lepidochelys kempii)

Florida Softshell
(Trionyx ferox)

Green Anole
(Anolis carolinensis)

Cuban Brown Anole
(Anolis sagrei)

Bahaman Bank Anole
{Anolis distichus)

Green Water Snake
(Nerodia cyclopion)

Mangrove Water Snake
{Herodia fasciata
compressicauda)

Rare — Uncomman

Unecommon

Uncommon

Rare

Caommon

Incommon

COommen

Uncommon

Common

Common
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Anomalocardia

Sagittaria, Lemna, Naias

Crayfish, insects, Nuphar

Mangrove roots and leaves,
seagrasses

Fhizophora: f£ruits, leaves
wood, bark

Crabs, jellyfish, tuni-
cates

Snails, crabs, clams
Snails, crayfish, mussels,
frogs, fish, waterfowl
Insects

Insects

Insects

Fish

Fish, invertebrates



AMPHIBIANS AND REPTILES OF FLORIDA'S MANGROVES {concluded)

Species Status Food Habits

Striped Swamp Snake Uncommon Crayfish, sirens, frogs
(Licdytes alleni)

Eastern Indigo Snake Uncomnon Small mammals, birds,
(Drymarchon corais) frogs

Rat Snake Uncommon Small mammals, birds
(Elaphe obsoleta)

Eastern Cottonmouoth Uncomnon Fish, frogs, snakes,
(Agkistrodon piscivorus) birds, =mall mammals

American Alligator Common Fish, waterbirds
(Alligator mississippiensis)

American Crocodile Rare Fish, watarbirds
{Crocodylus acutus)

Giant Toad Common Invertebrates
(Bufc marinus

Squirrel Treefrog Abundant Insects
(Hyla squirella)

Cuban Treefrog Common Insects, frogs, toads,
{Hyla septentrionalis) lizards

References ; carr and Goin 1955; Ernst & Barbour 1972;

Mahmuud 19653 L. Narcisse, R.N. "Ding" Darling
Fed. Wildlife Refuge, Sanibell Is., Fla.;
personal communication (1981).
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APPENDIX D. Avifauna of south Florida mangrove swamps.
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WADING BIRDS

rREtEs ) My

lanEnn of

Liatbn mase) Abyurwlance Uepurrenoe®  Mssting® Fool Hati ks A Fesamees
tireat fgret Cormon Tr ¥ Fiah Howall 1332
iCasmorodiius albus) Kushlan £ White LI977TH
Snosnyf Bgrot Common r 4 Fiah Rowall (1932
{Egrebta thula) FKushlan & White 1977a
Pfronch 1966
Cattle Egrat Comman e 4 Fliuh Howall 1932
{Bubulcus 1bia) Fumhlan & White 1977a
Great White Weron Rara ¥r ¥ Fiah Howell 1932
{Ardea lurodias Fushlan & White 1977a
ociidental La}
Gredt Blus Heron Commn ¥r ¥ Fi=h Howell 1923
(Ardea herodias) Kushlan & White 19778
Beddish Egret Urec ooy ¥r 3 Fish Howmll (1932
{Dichrosananna Eushlan & Vhite 19772
rufessensl
Louisiana Heron (Comman ¥r 4 Fish Eushlan & white 1977a
(Hydrannsua tricalor) Marwell & Kale 1977
Girard & Taylow 1319
Little Blus ron Comenon rr ¥ Fish Eushlan & White 19774
(Florida casruleal Maxwell & Eale 1977
Glrard & Taylor 1979
Groon Heron Carmon r ¥ Piah Robertgon & Kushlan L9374
[Butorides serlatus) Maxwall & Kale 1977
Girard & Taylor 1570
Black-orowned Wight Cozmon e T Fish, crustaceans, Fironch L1966
Horon frogs, mice Maxwell £ Kalae L1977
(Hycticorax Girard & Taylar 1879
mycticorax)
Yellow-crowned Highe Conmon ¥e ¥ Fish, crayfish, Pirench 1366
Horon crabs Girard £ Taylor 1379
(yctanasss violacea)
Least @Bittern Unoowean = L Fish Firmash 194
(Ixobrychus exilis)
American 3ittern Cncommon . T ¥ Crayfish. frogs, Mascisee, pess. s It
(Botavras grall Fishos
Ien i nosie )
Wood Stork Corron Tr ¥ Fish Eahl 14964
iMycteria americanal (locally Dgden et al. 1974
abundant) ¥ushlan 1979
Glossy Ibis Unsasmen ¥r ¥ Fish Bagan 1970
(Plegndis faloi- Henll 1932
nellus
white Ibis Abundant ¥r ¥ Fish, crabe (teal Kushlan 197%
(Ewdocimus albus) Kushian & Fushlap 1975
Girard & Taylor 1919
PEnssate Spoonhill Rare to Ve ¥ shrizo, Fiak, Kushlan & White L13%77a
{Ajais ajajal Uncomas aguatic yegesation Bowell 1932
Sandhill crane Rase ¥r koorta, rhiromes of ooder 1969
iGrus cenpdensin) Cyparas & Sagit- Howsll 1332
caria
Limgphkin Rarme r ¥ Gnails  |Pomaceal Hosell 13232
(Ardmmis s raung) Bacoi  L9T0
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PROBING SHORE BIRDS

Coman Name Season of
{Latin name) Abundance tecurrence” Hearing® Food Habics Relernnces

King Mail Common Tr Beetles, prass- Warsise, pers. coss,
(Rallus olgans) hoppers, aguatic Hartin or al. 1951

bugs

Clapper Rail Uncommon~ ¥r L Crabs, shrimp Howell 1932
(Rallus longiro- CAmNOn Firench 1964
atris) Bacon 1570

Virginia Rail Rare Ll Beetles, snalls, Marciase, pers. comm.
(Bdllus Lieteals) spiders Martin ez al. 1851

Sora Tncommon to ¥ Innecrs, secds of Bl 1932
(Parzana carelina) locally emergent aquatic  Aacon 1970

abundane plants

Black Rail Eare L Beatles, anails Harcisse, pers. coss.
Larerallus
Jamalcendls)

Seaipalmated Flover Locally W, T Crustaceans, Firench 1966
{Charadrics nemi- comman ma] Lusks Bacon 1970
palmatus) Baker & Haker 1973

Wilmon"n Plover Locally N, T Ceabs, shrimp, Howell 1932
(Charadrius wilsonia) conmon erayiiah Bacon 1970

Hlack-bellied Flover Common W Crabs, mollusks fowell 1932
(rluvialis Hacon 1570
sguatarolal FEronch 1966

Ruddy Turnstone Common W Insecta, crus-= Ogden 1969
{Arenaria intecpris) taceans, mollosks Howell 1932

Lom=on Snlpe Ureommon W,T Mollusks, Insects, Howell 1932
(Capella pallinage) wornn Bagon 1970

Long=billed Curlew Rare-uncomson W, T Crustaceans i
(Numentus wsericsous) ' insécta il i

Whimbrel Uncosmnn M Hollusks, ¢

» Crufi— Tgden 1964
(Fmenlus phicopus} tacests, worss, Howell 1932
lunects

Spn::::tf:mmp;:tu] Abundane H,T Hollusks, crus- Flrench 1966

macy Eaceans Eacom 1970
Rusael I960

Solitary Sundpiper Coemon W, T Crutaceans
] + aquatic lowell 1537
(Tringa solitaria) insects, wanll frogs Bacon 1970
RELLt Comnon Ye ¥ Crabs, crayfishes, fHowell 1932
KiL1ifishes Sacon 1970

Imarus

Greater Yellowlegs Lozmon W, T Fishea, crabs, Howdll 1932
‘I'L{_‘ggl crustaceans Firench 1966
Balanoleuray) Bacon 1970

m::» qul:::r ; Common H,T Sanils, sollusks, Ficench 1968
(Tringa pes craka Bacon 1970

Rakey 4 Bakpr 1973

Rod ¥nor Uncowman H, T Harine worss Howell 19

3z
{Calidris canutus} Efustaceans ' Opdien 1064

Sunl in Common ¥ Harine worms
. » Opden 1964
(Calidris alpina} eal lnnks Haker & daker 1972

White-rumped Sandpiper fHare T Chironom(d
(Calidris fuscigcnllis) oo m;lléggz
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PROBING SHOREBIRDS (concluded)

Cozmon Kame Season of
{Latin name) Abundance Deeurrence? Nesting® Food Habits References
Least Sandpiper Common W, T Pupae of beetles Bacon 1970
(Calidris minutilla) and flies Baker & Baker 1973
Short=billed Dowitcher Common W, T Mollusks, Bapon 1370
(Lionodromus griscus) crustaceans Baker & Baker 1973
Stile Sandpiper Rare-uncommon W, T Chironemdds Howell 1932
ﬂu:rg&% Baccn 1970
himantopus
Semlpalmated Sandpiper Common- M, T Mollusks, [nsects Bacon 1970
(Calidris pusilla) abundant Baker & Baker 1973
Hestern Sandpiper Common= W, T Chironomids Howell 1932
(Calidris mauri) abundant Bacon 1970
Marbled Godwic Rare-common W Crustaceans, Howall 1932
{Limosa fedoa) molluske, seeds of
emergent aquacic
plants
American Avocet Uncomnon L% Marine vorms, Ogden 1969
(Recurvirostra aquatic insects
americana)
Black-necked Stilt Common S Aguatic bestles Howell 1932
{Himantopus mexicanus) Bacon 15370
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SURFACE AND DIVING BIRDS

Fotmon: Harag Raaran of
(Latin name) Abuindance ocourzshen® fHestiom® Food Aabits Heferonons

Common Loon Sooasional w Flah, orab=s, mollodks Harcisgn,; PETE- COmEm.
(Gavia immer)

Hoened Grebe Uncomman L Fish, =zguatic ineects, Ogicn 1969
(Podicens suritus mellusks

Pied-billed Grobo Uprcommcn = ¥r crayfish, fish, Harcisin, Pers. comm.
(Podilymbus s relluske
podicops)

White Pelican Hare 5 Fish flassisge, PUrs. comm.
(Eelecanus Comenopy A

ror Mo )

Drown Pelisan Cozman r Finh Firanch LD6E
[Folecanus Bacon 1970
eccidontalis)

ouble-cresbed Cormon vr Fiah Eushlan & White 19778

CoOrmirant
(Plalacrooorax
asritus)

Anhinga Cotamon ¥r Fimh Ffranck (966
iArhinga anhisgal

Fulvous Whiacling Duck Uncormsn # Bglen 1969
{Bendrocygns fmirh, pers, sos.
bisalar)

Mallard lncomman T Hidgeon grass Dgden. 1969
(Anas platychynckon) ¥ushlan et al., in prep.

Black Duck Rare ¥.T Hollogks, crusta= Doden - 1969
{Aoas rubsipes) paana, Widgoon gross

Mottled Duck Uncomman Tr Folygonus, anaiis, Eafune & Cornwel]l 1370
(Anan fulvigula) fupnia Fushles et al., in prep.

Cadwall Uncoesson W.T Eupnia, Zostera, gdett 1959
|Anas streseral mollenke

Pintail ACatfioant ¥, T Saggitaria, wolluskn, Waréises, pers. comm.
{Anas souta) Cyparus Kashlan et al., in prep.

Green-wingsd Toal Abundant W.r Ruppla, Fostors. MArcissd, Pord. coom.
(hoas creces carollnensis) agiatic insects Kushlaon et al., in prep.

Bluo-winged Toal Abandant ¥r Cyperus, stails, farcisse, PErS. COmS.
(hzas discors) insects, crustacaans Firanch 1966

American Wigmwon Cormon w,T Buppla, Efostera, Rarcisso, pera. comm.
IAraw asericana) mallosks Fushlan et al., In prep.

Korthern Shoveler Common T rollusks, squatic Harcisas, pera. comm.
(Anas clypeata) insects, Fuppia,

stera

Wood Guck Earn W Hute, wesds CGoden 1963
(Aix sponsa)

Redhead are W Bnails, clams, aguatic oOgden 1969
(Aythya americana) inuects, Ruppis, Zos-

tern

Ring-necked Duck Abundant w Polygonum, Buppia, Ogaen 1959
Lhythya collarig) crayfish, snailn ¥ushlan =t al., in prep.

Canvasback L L Vallinreria, Bupeis, Codon

(hythya walisinarial
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SURFACE AND DIVING BIRDS (concluded)

Copmon Kame Soavan of
(Latin nama) Abundance ecurrence a Nestl.ng’ Food Habits Refermeocs
Lesser Scaup Common— W Hollusks, HEuppia Harcisse, pers. coom.
(Aythya affinis) abundant Ogden 1969
Kushlan et al., in prep.
Buf{lehead Rare K Gastropods, crabs, Ogden 1963
(Bucephals albeola) crustaceans Kushlan et al., In prep.
Buddy Duck Cozmon ¥ Potasogeoton, Sajas, Opden 1969
[(Deyura jamaicensis) festora, Ruppis, Kushlan et al., In prep.
ol lunles
Hooded Merganser Rare-uncom=aon W Fish Ogden 1969
(Lophodytes
cucullatus)
Red=breasted MHergansor  Coomon Wal Fish Warelsse, pers. coms.
{Horgus serrator)
Purple Gallinule Rare r : Aquatic insects, Harclsse; pers. coms.
(Porphyrula mollusks, Flrench 1966
martinica Elescharis, Paspalum
Common Gallinula Common Yr ¥ Seeds, dquatie Narcisse, pers. comm.
{Gallinula chloropus) insects Firench 1966
American Coot Abundant W, T Ruppia, Najas, Narcisse, pers. comm.

(Fulica americana)

Potamogeton,

aguatic Insects
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AERIALLY SEARCHING

Common Name Seaaon of
{Latin nasa) Abundanoe Ul rance NverEll:im;]l Food Habits Raferanoces
Herring Gull Uncommon L Fish, mollusks, Harcisse, pers. comm,
(Larus argentatus} crustaceans ogden 1969
Ring-billed Gull Common W,T Pish, insects, Harcisse, pers. comm.
{Larus delawarensis) mollusks Dgden 1969
Laughing Gall Commot ¥r Fish, shrimp, crabs Karcisse, pars. oomm.
[Larus atrizllla) Ogden 1969
Bonaparte's Gull Uncomeon W Fish, insects Dgden 1969
{bsrus philadelphia)
Gull=billed Tern Uncomman iz #ayflies; dragonflies Ogden 1969
(Golochelidon
nilotica)
Forster's Tern Uncommon=- W Figh Narcisse, pers. comm.
(Storna fosturil COmmAn Daden 1959
Comson Tern Uncomon W Fish Ogden 1989
{Scerna hirundo)
Least Tern Choremot 5 Fiah Harcisae, pers. comm,
{Storna albifrona) Ogden 1969
rayal Tern Coammon W Fi=h Ogden 1969
(Tholasseus maxima)
Sandwich Tern Uncommon ¥y Fish Harcisee, pors. comm,
(Sterna sand- Ogden 1969
vicensin
casplan Tern URCom=on W Fish Ogdeny 1969
(Sterna caapian}
Black skismec Common ¥r Fish Ogden 1969
{Bynchops pigqea)
Belied Xingflsher Comrn e Fish Harigiage, POT&E. Comm,
{Megaceryla aleyon)
Fish Crow COMERCH ¥r Fish Narcisse, pers. oomm,

(Corvus assifragus)

136



BIRDS OF PREY

L T TR E
Nieat g ramer

Magrificeat Trigate
bird
(Frogata magnificens)

Turkey Vulturs
[Catharbes dura)

Black Vulture
[Coragype arratus)

Swallow-tallod Kito
{glancidos forfica-
tus]

Snarp-shinnod Hawk
fRocipiter ptriatug)

Cooper's Rouk
{Aceipites coonorii)
Pod-vatled Tawk

iButeo jamaicomzis)

Ped-phouldnead |lawi
(Butes firecatud)

Eroad-winged awik
| Baten Elﬂt!EEﬂnll’"

Swaingon's Hawk
{Buten swaiasani)

Short-tallod Nawk
{Buten brachyurus)
Taid Esgle
tial i agetus
Isuenzephalus)
Marsh linwk
iCircis cynnros)

ey
(Pasdion salisstus)

Peregrine Falcon
I'_I'!.l.f.ﬁ parsgrin = ]
Herlin

[Faleo coluabarius)

Amer fcan Bescrol
[Falce sparveriva}

Barn Gl
ITyto albal

Sreat [lorned Owl
(Bubs virciniamial

Sarred Owl
(Serix varls)

Tapliniky of

Almir e Pt Sontinn® Pl ilakata tzEcrencen
Comemn . 8 ¥r ¥ Fiah Warcisse, purs. comm.
Uncosmon W Emith, pers, obhs.
Common ¥r ¥ Carrion Harclisas, pera. comm.
Orians 1969
Comman ¥r ¥ Carcian hobart=on & Kushlan
1574
firians 198%
Corman 5 ' Snnkes, lizards, Howsll 1932
Trongs finydor 1974
Tincammody " Emallar panserines. Towell 1933
TMincommon ir X Targer passerines Tiowall 1532
Uncamesn ¥r ¥ fmall mammals, pirds Mewell 1332
Corman ¥r ¥ Snaxes; froga, Howsel] 1932
| izardn, insects Rebartson & ¥ushlan.
1974
Lin e W InRocta, small Howall I1m32
wamma s
Hare £ Gmall marmals, grass=-  Howell 1033
hoppers
uHermn w Small birds Howall 1932
Rare=locally ¥r ¥ Fishon owall 1932
rommmne I6la.
Aay)
Unconkan W Amall mamnala, shore-  Mowell 1932
Sirde
Lo Tr ¥ Fishes Hewall 1932
Very rare— Fl Waserfowl, rharebirds  Hisbet 15966
locally sumown Ogden 1969
[Fla. Bay! Mowell 1932
incamman W Srail hieds, shore- Mowell 19332
birds
Comman W Inuepots Howal]l 1932
Tincosman ¥r k4 Small mammals liowell 1933
Tincamean Tt b Waterfowl, amall Fowell 1933
marmaly
Uncommnnn ¥e ¥ Smnll mawmalis, frogs, Howall L1933

=naken
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ARBOREAL BIRDS

Common Hame Season of
{Latin name) Abundance Ocourrence® Nesting® Food Habits References
Hourning Dove Uncommaon ¥ T Seirda Emlen 1977
{Zenaidura pacroura)
thite-crowned Pigeon Uneomnmon Yr ¥ Berries, secds, Howell 1932
Columba fruicse Robertson & Eushlan 1974
Leucocephala
HMangrove Cuckoo Uncoomon r ¥ Cacerpillars, Howell 19332
(Coceyzus minor} mantids FErench 1966
Rabertson & Eushlan 1974
Marrin er al. 1951
Yellow-billed Cuckoo Common 5 ¥ Caterpillars, Howell 1%32
(Coceyzus americanusl beerles: Firench 1966
Harein et al. 1951
Smooth-billed ani Rarae ir T Inaects Howell 1932
{Crotophags ani) FEronch 1966
Chuck=will ' s-widow Uneomnan ¥r Y Mosquicos, moths Martin et al. 1951
(Caprimlgus Karciase, pers, comm.
carclinenais}
Cowsor Flicker LI conman ¥r Y Ants, beerles, Karclese, pers. cosm.
{Colaptes auracus) Fruiga in winter Marcin et al. 195l
rFileated Woodpecker Uriis oremmerty ¥r ¥ Beetlen, berries, Mewell 1932
(Dryocopus pilestus) frufce Rebertsen 1933
Koberteon & Kushlan 1974
Red=ballied WHoodpecker  Common Tr T Beetles, ants, Rarc¢isge, pers. conm.
(Helanorpes carol lous) grasshoppors, Martin et al. 1951
erickecy
Rai=headod Woodpeckar Rare Yr & i teatlos, onts, Narcisse, pors. comm.
{Holanerpos grasshoppers, Martin ot al. 19351
ecythro alua caterplllers
Tellow=bellied Uncommon w1 Heetles, ance, Sarcissp, pors. comm.
Sapsucker caterplilars Martin ot al. 1951
(Sphyrapleus varius)
Hairy Woodpecker Bare ® Insdcts, beetle Imlen 1977
(Picaides Larvae
villosun)
Eastern Kinghird Uncomman 8,7 Y ARES, wDEPE, Marclisse, pers. comm.
(Tyrannus tyrannus) krasshappera Hortin et al. 1951
firay Kingbicd Comman 5,1 ¥ Rhecs, wasns, Howell 1932
(Tyrannus besrles, dragon Eobertson & Kushlan 1974
dominicensis
Western Kingbired Rare W, T Beos, wWasps, Narclisse, pers. comm.
(Tyraomus verticalua) grasshoppers Martin wt al. 1951
Grear Urestod Uncamon ¥r Insocts, herrics Howell 1932
Flycaccher [common 5} Hobercaon 1955
(Hyiarchus crinitus}
Acadian Flycatcher Rare ¥ Small Ilying insects Marton 1980
{Empildonax wirescenn)
Eastern Fhoobe Commen 1 fees, wasaps, ants Rarclsne, pers. coom,
(Sayornis phosha) Marcin et al. 1951
Eastern Wood Pewee Rare—unconmon 5T Bees, waspa, ants, Marclsse, pors. come.

(Contopus virens)
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ARBOREAL BIRDS (continued}

Cerweyn § g Toasnn ol
fLatin namod Abumlance Boour Weatynng® Food Rabies Reforences
Bars Swallow Locally common ] Inieces Howell 1932
lHirunds rustical Bacon 1970
Blus Jay Uncoesan ¥r ¥ Grasshoppers, cater- Marcisse, pers. cosm.
{Cyanoccitta cristatal pillard, bestles Hartin et a2l, 1951
Tufted titmoune Yery rare- W Caterpiliars, wasps, Howell 1932
{Parus bicolor) rarn bans Wobertson & Kushlan 1974
Carolins Wren Uneoeean ¥r Y Antn, flies, milli- Karclsse, pers. comm.
{Ihc run penda Martin et al. 1851
ludoviclanus)
Mockingbicd Abursdant Tr ¥ Fruits, berries Fobertson 1955
(Mimia pelyglotios)
cathird Comessn W, T fruits, insecta Rarcigse, pers. CoOmN.
(Dusetella caro- Martin et al. 1951
linensis)

Brown Thrasher trcomman ¥r s Hoaties Hargisse, pore. Comm.
| Toxtstons rofus) Martin et al. 1951
Arerican REobin Abundant W Worma, berries. Karcisse, pars. cosm.
(Turdus migratorius) inmacts urtin =t al.. 1951
Rloe—gray Gnatcatcher Uncomson T Inmects, especially Karcisso, pers. coss.

{policptila casriliea} Hymanopter ans Howell 1937
Aribp=crowred - ¥inglet Unoamson WY Waspn, ants Narcishe, pera. comm.
(Regulug calendulal Howall 19332
White-eyod Yireo Uncommsn 5,T L} Butterflies, moths Robertson. 1955
[Vires grisnus)
alack-whiskered Virea  Uncomsam T Y spidors, caterpilisrs Howell 1932
(Wireo altiloquus} fobert=on & Kushlan, 1974
Red-eyed Vireo Hapeomeuon =T ¥ Caterpillars, beekles Harcisse, pers. comm,
(Vireo ol ivaceus) Howall 1932
Yellow-throated Vireo | Uncommon W Putterfline, maths, Morton 1980
(Vireo flawifrans
Black-and-White Fairiy W, T Wood boring lnsects Lack and lack 1972
Warhler carmat Keast 1960
(Mnioetllta varial Ogdenr 1962
wars-eating Warbler U o b W Caterpillars, spiders  Ogden 1969
[Melmithoros vermi= Kushlan, pera. cosm.©
worus|
Prothonotary Warbloer Uncommn . 2 Insacts Firench 1966
(Protonotaria clireal Bussal. 1980
Yol low-throated Crmman W Hootlew, moths, Morton 1980
Warbler splders
(Dendroica dominica)
Yellow Warbler oty ye ¥ Inencts Haverschmide 1965
[Dendroica petechial Ffrench L1966
orians 1969
Terborgh & Faaborg 1580
Yol low-rumpad
wWarhler Aburdant W.T Dipterans, bayberries Warclsse, pers. comm.
(bendroica commnatal
Prairie Harbler Uncommon i ¥ Moths, beatles, flies Lack & Lack 1932
{Demiroica discolor) Robertson & fushlan 1974
Palm Warhler Arundant H.T loascts tack & Lack 1972

{bendroics palmarus|
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ARBOREAL BIRDS (continued)

Common [

Seamip of

{ratin pamn) Almndance Ooourroncys 8 Henting® Faod fHabits o ferancas
Blackpall Warbiler Uroammin T Insecen Piranch L1966
{pendroica striata)
Bay-breanted Warbler Rars T Inpecta Morton 1880
icendroica castanss)
Black-throsted Gree: Unicomean b Aphids, IeaF-rollers, Oglen 1362
Warbier and other lnsects Kushlan, pers. comm.
(Dendroica wirens)
Chestnut-sided Warbler Rare T Ingects Hortos 1980
(Fendroica pensyl-
vanica
Caps Hay Warbler Uncoeron W ogden. 1969
iCendroica tigrina) e iz
Black-throatsd Gray Rare w Ensocta Ogden 1969
HWarbler kushlan, pers. cor,
{Cendroiea aigreacens) Hutta 1980
Black-throated Blua Uneommod W Beatlea, Tlios, anks kushlan, pers. comm.
Warkler Comman T Ogdan 1369
{Bendralcs caskrn-—
Lessenul
Sorthern Watorthrush Alundans T Insacte Schwarts 1964
{Soiurus novebora= Rara W Ffrepch L1966
consis) Bacon 1970
Russell 1980
Yallowthroat Congnom ¥r ¥ Grasshoppers. crickets. Narcisae, pers, comm.
{Geothlypus trichas) Ants, wasps Howel) 1932
Lack & Lagk 1573
American Redstarc Comemen T Cacorpillars Bennett 1980
{Setophaga rutlcillal Ffreach 1966
Bacon 1970
Tennestee Warbler Unome T Ineedcs Horton 1880
(Vermivara persgrinal
Hasheville Warklor RArEe T Insects Hubtka L1%B0
Vermlvora rufi-
capillia)
Orange-srowned Warbler Comman W Ingacty Hutea L1280
(Vermivora celata)
Galden=-winged Warblor  Faro 0 8 Inpeots Mopton 1980
(Vernivora chrysap=
Eara)
Morthern Parula Camman W lymanoptora Lack and Lack L9732
{Parula amoricanal
owenbird Crnenan o Beetles, crickets, Lack and Lack 1972
|Epiurus aurocapll- grasshopprs
Lus]
Rentucky Marbler Rare-unoomesn 7 Beetles, caterplllars, Horton 1980
[Op=rocnis formosds) antd
Howrning Warhler mare T Inmest Moybed L3O
(opororniy philadel-
s
Yellow-breasted Chat  Comson ] Hymenn ptera Hutte. 1980

(1cteria virens)
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ARBOREAL BIRDS (concluded)

M [ iy paac s

sty Tl Snasan of
fratin wamre) Kb izis Oeeurrenes®  poRting® Veboad Ibakii e
Wilyon"s Warldee Marc—uncosmen T LT HET

{Wilsomia puslilal

Hed=wlged Blackbird st ¥r Sowds, insacts
lagelains phosnicous]

Boat-talled Grackle Unearmon r k| Crayfiah. cratm,
{Quiscalus major) shrimp

Comman Grackle pites LT ¥r ¥ inpects, cater-
Iguiscalus quisoulal phllars

Caridinal T ¥r L Thapctn, Reedn
(Cardinalis
cardinalin

araherd Oriole Rarm T Graashoppors, booblen
(foterus spuriuve}

1ndige Bunking Unoommon W,T Grasshoppors, cater-
Fassgrina cyanaa) pillars

Summer Tanager tincommon T IysenspLera
iPiranga wubra)

Dlckeinnal Uncomeon W, Caktorpillars. beotins

(Gplze arsricara)

Anfous=sided Towlies Ciownmen Vr Y Caterpillaca, bay-
{Pipilo erythroph- purring, fruits
thalaus)
fuamp Sparrow CrmEmon W, T Ants . flles, woods

Melogpiza qearqiana)

Horos L9916
Ramoan and Warmer 1000

Howall 1932
mohartmon 195%

Robortean 1955
Gienrd & Taylor 1970

Howemll A032
pobertsan 1955

Rahdetwan 1055

Mortan  L9RR
Marcisan, pors. comm,
dowall 1333

Marton 18G0

Bacon  L9TO

Martin ot al. 1951

Hareisse, pOcs,. Goom.
Hesmll 1032

Harvigse, [otd. cosm.
Tiowrtal ] 1933

My = year round resident
5§ = gummer rexident
W= winter resident

T = temnaient, present only durlog spring amd fall migration
T = specled breeds in sangroves
l"I.-. Morcisse, R.N. "Ding" Darling Fed. Wildlife Hefupe, Sanibel Island, Fla. (1981).

o
J.d. Kushlan, So. Fla. Res. Cer., Everglades Matl. Park, Homcutoad, Fla,
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APPENDIX E. Mammals of south Florida mangrove swamps.
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MAMMALS OF FLORIDA MANGROVES

Speciesg Status Food Habits
Virginia Opossum Abundant Pruits, berries, insects,
{Didelphis virginiana} frogs, snakes, small
birds and mammals
Short-tailed Shrew Uncommon Insects
{(Blarina brevicauda)
Marsh Rabbit Abundant Emergent aguatics
(Sylvilagus palustris)
Gray Sguirrel Oceasional Fruits, berries, mast,
(Sciurus carolinensis) seads
Fox Squirrel Rare Fruits, berries, mast
(Sciurus niger)
Marsh Rice Rat Uncommon Seeds of emergent plants,
(Oryzomys palustris) insects, crahs
Cudjoe Hey Hice Rat Rare Seeds, insects, crabs
({Cryzomys argentatus)
Cotton Rat Abundant Sedges, grasses, cray-
(Sigmodon hispidus) fish, crabs, insects
Gray Fox Uncommon Small mammals, birds
(Urocyon cinerecargenteus)
Black Bear Rare Fruits, berries, fish,
{(Ursus americanus) mice
Faccoon Abundant Crayfish, frogs, fish
{Brocyon lotor)
Mink Rare Small mammals, fish,
{Mustela wvison) Erogs, snakes, aguatic
insects
Striped Skunk Common Bird eggs and young
(Mephitis mephitis) frogs, mice, larger
invertebrates
River Otter Uncommon Crayfish, fish, mussels

(Lutra canadensis)
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MAMMALS OF FLORIDA MANGROVES (concluded)

Species Status Food Habits

Panther Very rare beer, rabbits, mice,
(Felis concalor) birds

Bobcat Common Rabbits, squirrels,
(Felis rufus) birds

White-tailed Deer Common Emergent agquatics, nuts,

(0docoileus virginianus})

Key Deer
(O.v. clavium)

Black Rat
(Rattus rattus)

Bottle-nosed Dolphin
(Tursiops truncatus)

West Indian Manatee
{(Trichechus manatus)

Common on cer-
tain Flerida Keys
(no longer on
mainland)

Comman

Uncommon

Uncommon

acorns, occasionally
mangrove leaves

Emergent aquatics and
other vegetation

Fish

Submerged aguatics,
fostera, Ruppia, Halodule,
Syringodium, Cymodocea ,
Thalassia

Raferences:

Layne 1974: Hamilton and Whittaker

1979;

L. Marcisse, R.N. "Ding" Darling Fed. Wildlife
Refuge, Sanibel Island, Fla.; personal commu-—

nication.
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